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I. IHTRODOCTION AND LITER ATORE REVIEW 
A. PROBLEM AND 3ACKGE00ND 

The report of the President’s Commission on an 

Ail- Volunteer Armed Force (1 970) foresaw the inevitable need 
for improved recruiting efforts under the volunteer era. 
Due to the current commitment to an all recruited force and 
the projected substantial decline in the (J.S. population of 
young men [Ref. 1], the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower, Installations, and Logistics (0ASD,MI5L) has 
placed increased emphasis on identifying and examining the 
availability of high quality enlistees [Ref. 2]. A high 

quality enlistee is defined as a hign school diploma grad- 
uate in Armed Forces Qualification Test (AFQI) category 
1-3 A . 

Considerable research has been undertaken regarding the 
availability of manpower for military enlistment. However, 
little of this research has focused primarily on the impact 
of intentions upon the subsequent enlistment behavior of 
individuals. Some studies, however, have viewed intent as 
one of many independent variables that influence accession 
behav ior . 

Table I presents a summary of prominent econometric 
models developed for studying enlistment supply (Borack 
’84) . Among these models only Hanssens and Levien (1983), 
Morey (1980), and Siegel and Borack (1981) used propensity 
to join the military service as a separate independent 
variable [Ref. 3]. 

Hanssens and Levien found, at the recruiting district 
level, differences in youth attitudes toward the Navy, 

and the proportion of high school 
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degree of urbanization. 



seniors and blacks in the target market were primarily 
responsible for the variability in recruiting performance 
across Navy recruiting districts (NED'S) . The significance 
of the attitudinal variable, propensity toward the military 
and toward the Navy, highlights the importance of institu- 
tional image to recruiting success. Military propensity was 
shown to be a strong and stable predictor of potential 
applicants. Navy propensity was most strongly related to 
direct shipment (DSHI?) contracts as opposed to delayed 
ei try program (DEP) contracts. These findings suggest that 
the Navy’s efforts to improve its’ image as a potential 
enployer among young males should have a beneficial effect 
on its’ recruiting performance in the long run. [ Hef . 4] 

Morey (1980) used the propensity or perception of mili- 
tary (based on response to a survey administered twice a 
year) by year by district in his accession supply model 
[Ref. 5], In Segal and Borack's model, tne enlistment 
interest variable served as a proxy for omitted variables 
and regional "taste" differences. The interest variable was 
defined as the percentage of ASVAB examinees who indicated 
an interest in a military career. This variable was signif- 
icant in regressions using 1978 and 1979 accession data. 
The effects of the enlistment variable was comparable to 
those found by Hanssens and Levien. Segal and Borack also 
found that with the exception of the interest variable, the 
estimated effects of the explanatory variables declined 
between 1977 and 1979. » The results of this model further 
indicate that the quantitative relationships between enlist- 
ment behavior variables and actual enlistment ace relatively 
stable. [Ref. 6] 

Another method used to investigate the "supply" issue is 

via survevs of interest/intentions to enlist or reeniist. 
% - 

An appraisal, of how accurate intentions are as predictors of 
future behavior was given by a RAND study of Air Force 
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TABLE I 



Summary of Econometric Hodels Developed for Studying 

NPS Male Enlistments 



A u t h or 


Service 


Dependent 

Variables 


Explanatory 

Variables 


VO CD 

-JPtkc! 

CM-* 


A, N 


(HSDG I-II, HSDG 
III. total I -III, 
HHSDG I- III con- 
tracts) /I 7- 21 
male QMAs 


RMC/civilian 
income for 17-21 
□ales, youth UNR, 
advertising 3, 
recruiter s/QN As, 

% black QMAs 


ii 3 h » 

et . al 
(19 3 3) 


D 


(Total contracts, 
total accessions, 
white accessions, 
nonwhite access- 
ions) /13- 19 year- 
old male populat- 
ion 


Civ/mil pay (-1) , 
youth unemploy- 
ment rate (UNR) , 
induction prob- 
ability 


Br ov n 
(1933) 


A 


(Total contracts, 

A FQT I-IIIA, 18-20 
population, high- 
school dipxoma 
graduates (HSDG) 
contracts, KSDG 
I-IIIA) /HS gradu- 
ates 


RMC , VEAP/RMC, 
civilian wage, 
UNR, UNR-sguar- 
ed, (recruiters, 
nat ional/ local 
advertising) / 
13-20 populat- 
ion 


hott erman 
(19 3 3) 


D 


HSDG I-IIIA con- 
tracts/17-21 male 
population 


RMC/civilian earn- 
ings, state UNR-US 
UNR deviation, re- 
cruiters/ 17-21 
male population 


Co win. 
et . al 
(1930) 


N 


(AFQT I-IIIA, A FQT 
IIIB-IVA , HSDG, 
non-HSDG contracts 
1/17-21 male popu- 
lation. females, 
nonwhite school- 
eligible, nonwhite 
not school-eligible 
c ontracts 


UNR, UNR (-6mos) , 

% employed, civi- 
lian wagw, expect- 
ed civilian wage, 
change in civilian 
wage, recruiters/ 
17-21 male popu- 
lation, % mili- 
tary population 


Dale , & 
Gilroy 
( 1 9 3 3J 


D 


(Total HSDG con- 
tracts, white & 
black HSDG con- 
tracts) /16- 19 male 
population 


RMC/civilian pay 
( + 4) , UNR, UNR 7- 
2) (all for 16-79 
males), 31 bill/ 
CPI, vEAP, bonus 


De Vaney, 
6 Saving 
( 1 S 3 2) 


AF 


( AFQT I-II con- 
tracts, AFQT III- 
VI contracts) /16- 
19 male population 


Mii/civiiian wage, 
employment rate, 

USA F recr uiters/Do D 
recruiters, induct- 
ions/16-19 male pop 
ulation 


Donelai. 

(1977) 


N 


Age 17-21 AFQT I- 
II accessions 


UNR, % urban QMA , % 
rural QMA,.% black 



HA, recruiters 
weighted ) 
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Table I 

Summary of Econometric Models (cont'd.) 



Dependent 

Author Service Variables 



Explanatory 

Variables 



Fernandez D 
(1 979) 



Goldberg, D 



(Total HSDG, US- 
DS I-II. HSDG III A 
HSDG III3 con- 
racts)/17-21 male 
population 



RUC/civilian earn- 
ings, lagged youth 
U N P. , recruiters, 
minimum wage 



Total KSDG* HSDS 
I -III A , HSDG I-II 
contracts 



RM C/civilian pay, 
URR, (youth job 
program $, coun- 
tercyclical job 
program £, blacks) 
/17-21 male popu- 
lation, total 17-21 
male population. 
Navy, Army, USAF, 
USMC recruiters 



Goldberg, D 
S Creenston 
(1933) 



HSDG I-IIIA con- 
tracts, ESDG IIIB 
contracts 



RMC/civilian ear- 
nings, change in 
UNR, avg UNR, 17- 
21 male population, 

% black males, % ur- 
ban population of 
17-21 males. Navy, 
Army, USAF, USMC 
recruiters 



Greenston, K 
C Toikka 
(1578) 



HSDG I-II, HSDG 
III, HSDG IV, 
NHSDG I-II, 

N HSDG III, NHSDG 
IV contracts 



Male youth UNR (-2), 
“iiitary pay (-2)/ 
real 18-21 male 
civilian pay (-1), 
17-21 male popu- 
lation, c uota/tot- 
al contracts 



Grissmer D 
(1 5 7 7) 



Grissmer, D 
et . al 
(19^4) 



(HSDG I-II, HSDG 
III, NHSDG I-III, 
total I-III, 
black HSDG I-xII, 
nonblack HSDG I- 
III, nonblack 
HSDG I-III con- 
tracts) / 1 7- 21 
male population 



(Total age 17-18, 
total age 19-21, 
AFQT I-II, AFQT 
I-III, total 
HSDG. total NHSDG, 
black HSDG, black 
NHSDG contracts) / 
Q MAS 



Mil/civilian 
youth UNR 



pay. 



MIL/civiiian wage, 
youth UNR, recruit 
ers/QMAs, male 
HSDGS/male college 
enrollments, mil- 
itary residents/ 
population, bonds 
advertising $ 
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Table I 

Summary of Econometric Models (cont'd.) 



Author 


Service 


Dependent 
V ariables 


Explanatory 
V ariables 


JTai-ssei.s, 
6 Levier 
(1 9S3) 


N 


Leads, delayed en- 
try oool (DEPS) , 
direct shipment 
contracts/1 7-21 
male population 


(Civilian earnings, 
UNR, 1 black, GI 
bilx, % urban, % HS 
seniors, YATS pro- 
pensity, recruiters, 
recruiting $, direct 
shipment goal, DEP 
(-1)1/17-21 male 
population 


Huck, f. 
A Lien 
(1978) 


D 


Total HS DG I-IIIA, 
white HSDG I-IIIA, 
nonwhite HSDG I- 
IIIA contracts 


Civilian mgf pay, 
ONR, recruiters, 
QKAs (17-21 male 
HSDG i-IIIA, not 
in college) 


Jehr. 6 

Shugnart 

(1976) 


N 


(Total contracts, 
HSDG I-IIIA con- 
tracts) /17-21 
male population 


UNR, per capita 
income, £ black, 

% urban, median 
years of educa- 
tion, % mfg work- 
ers, % net migra- 
tion (1960-70), 
recruiters, male 
enlistment quota 


Morey 
(1 980) 


N 


Total HSDG, HSDG 
I-IIIA contracts, 
leads 


RMC/civilian pay, 
UNR, youth UNR 
% urban, DEP, YATS 
propensity, recruit- 
ers, minority and 
overall recruiting 
$, advertising $, 

HS seniors, % black 


Morey. & 
F cC a nn 
(1980) 


N 


(Total contracts, 
HSDG contracts, 

1 eads) /labor 
f orce 


(Unemployed pop- 
ulation, leans, 
advertising $, 
recruiters, HS sen- 
iors, dependent 
variable (-1) ) / 
laoor force 


Siegai, & 

Borack 

(1981) 


N 


Total HSDG con- 
tracts/HSDG male 
population 


Civilian/ basic 
military pay, (UNR 
recruiters (weight- 
ed) , HSDG accession 
goal) /HSDG male pop- 
ulation, YATS em- 
ployment prospects, 
YATS propensity 


V an Do r en 

(19 8 1) 




(Total HSDG, 

H GSD I-II con- 
tracts) /I 7- 21 
male population 


18-vear-old male 
earnings/RHC , UNR, 
17-21 male popu- 
lation, recruiters/ 
17-21 male popu- 
lation 



Note: D=all services; A=Army ; N=Navy; MC=Marine Corps; 

AF=Air Force. 
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personnel [Ref. 7], That research found a reasonably good 
match between survey intentions and later behavior. A later 
study by Chow and Polich (1980) confirmed these findings and 
extended them to all services and explored alternative 
methods for quantifying the probabilities attached to inten- 
tions expressed in surveys. Table II presents Chow and 
Polich findings which matched reenlistment rates with 
expressed intentions. Respondents were asked to rate 
verbally tueir probability of reenlisting. The results 
indicate that a "no" accurately foreshadows a very low 
actual probability (4.7>) . Of those who gave a definite 
"yes", 86.2 percent actually rcer.listed during the next 
year. In general, intentions were strong predictors of 
actual behavior [Ref. 8]. 



TABLE II 

Reenlistment Rates by Survey Reenlistment Intention 



ReenTistment Rate 

Reenlistment _ _ 

.intention Irmv Ravy Force Total (N) 



Verbal category 


yes 


.816 


.936 


.353 


. 862 


undecided, but 


. 606 


. 670 


.597 


. 62 0 


prorabl yes 


undecided, but 


.271 


.224 


. 160 


. 216 


probabl no 


no 


. 062 


.068 


.028 


. 047 


Probabability Category 


. 90-1 . 00 


. 844 


.959 


.876 


. 889 


.30 


.816 


.914 


.800 


. 836 


.70 


. 517 


. 773 


.741 


. 667 


.60 


.562 


.44 0 


.638 


. 56 7 


.50 


. 523 


.6 15 


.600 


. 578 


.40 


.4 23 


. 333 


.362 


. 378 


.30 


.436 


.300 


. 250 


. 326 


. 2 0 


.216 


.152 


. 082 


. 140 


.00-. 10 


. 064 


.073 


.032 


. 051 



(497) 

(377$ 

(519) 

(2614) 




Source: Vt . K . Chow and J. M. Polich, "Models of the First 

Term Reenlistment Decision", p. 11. 

Note: Reenlistment rates are actual voluntary reenlistments 

measure) one year after the survey (March 1977). 
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Moreover, the degree of certainty with which the inten- 
tion is expressed appears to make a considerable difference. 
The lower panel of Table II shows nine probability catego- 
ries that were given to respondents in a second question 
about reenlistment intent. They were asked to select which 
probability level best approximated their predictions. The 
results show a close match between intentions and outcomes. 
For example, among respondents who said that their chances 
of reenlisting were 0.10 or less, only 5.1 percent did reen- 
list; and among those who said their probabilities were 0.90 
or greater, 89 percent reenlisted. Chow and Polich 
concluded that for ail levels of intention probability, the 
actual reenlistment rate is close enough to the intention 
level to be valuable for aggregate prediction. This means 
that analysts may use survey reported intentions with 
reasonable confidence that the intentions are valid indica- 
tors of bbth relative and absolute probabilities of later 
behavior [Ref. 9: p.10-11] 

This study will examine the usefulness of enlistment 
intention information for the determination of local area 
enlistment market potential. Current estimates of local 
area enlistment market potential rely principally on histor- 
ical accession levels. This effort will yield an additional 
device for targeting recruiting efforts which is relatively 
independent of past accessions. It will build upon a foun- 
dation developed by Orvis (1983) which analyzed enlistment 
intentions and subsequent follow on actions to determine the 
ability of enlistment survey data to predict subsequent 
application for military service. Orvis examined 12 waves 
(Spring ’76 - Fall ’82) of the youth Attitude Tracking 
Survey ( YAT5) [Ref. 10] and found that of the many intention 
measures in the survey, a composite measure consisting of 
the responses to a generic future plans question and the 
strength of intention to enlist served as a good predictor 
of the enlistment decision. [Ref. 11 ; p. 7] 
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The generic future plans question asked the respondent 
about plans for the next few years. If the response was to 
"join the military", the individual was considered to have 
an unaided mention of plans for military service. The 
strength of intention question asked the respondent the 
iikekihood of service in the military in the next few years. 
The respondents’ potential replies consisted of "defi- 
nitely", "probably", "probably not", or "definitely not", or 
in the instance of indecision, "don’t know". 

In combining the responses to these questions, Orvis 
developed a composite measure with four categories (see 
figure 1.1). Individuals ir. the first or most positive 
category were those with an unaided mention and definite 
intent. That is, these persons gave the reply "join the 
militarj" when asked about future plans, and stated a defi- 
nite intent to join when asked specifically about the 
strength of their intention to serve. Persons in the second 
category were individuals with an unaided mention and a 
"probably" response when asked about strength of intent to 
serve. The third category consisted of individuals with a " 
definite " or " probably " response to the strength of 
intent question, but who did not have an unaided mention of 
plans for military service. Finally, individuals in the 
fourth category are those with a negative enlistment propen- 
sity. These individuals indicated they would " probably not 
" or "definitely not " serve in the military. This category 
also includes the "don’t know " group. [Ref. 12: p. 8] 

Crvis tracked the respondents to determine their actual 
enlistment decisions. His data base consisted of the first 
five waves of the YATS survey, covering Spring ’76 through 
Spring ’78, with the followup conducted through the end of 
December 1981. Table III compares enlistment and applica- 
tion behavior for the different intention categories. An 
enlistee is one who has signed a contract to perform 
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* What do you think you might be doing (in the 

next few vears) . 

* How likely is it that you will be serving in 

the military (in the next few years) ? 

Unaided mention and definite intention 
Unaided mention and probable intention 
Positive propensity, no unaided mention 
Negative propensity 



Figure 1.1 Composite Measures for Intent. 



military service while an applicant has only taken the 
written exam to determined if mental standards are met. As 
shown in Table II, there was a strong relationship between 
intention level and enlistment actions. 



TABLE III 

Enlistment Rates for Composite 
Intention Measure 



Composite 
Enlist ment 
Intention 


(5b) 

Enlisting by 
December 1981 


1 %) 

Application 
December 19 


ft 


Unaided mention and 
definite intention 


49 


62 




Unaided mention and 
probable intention 
positive propensity, 
no unaided intention 


32 

15 


48 

25 




Negative propensity 


5 


10 





Among Orvis findings were 1) intention information 
produced better predictions of application and enlistment 
among YATS respondents than were determined on the basis of 
demographic data alone, 2) enlistment intention measures are 
valid for both high and low quality respondents, once quali- 
fication or eligibility to enlist is controlled for, 3) 



differences in the average enlistment intention levels 
across regions appear to help explain differences in the 
enlistment rates for these regions and 4) enlistment inten- 
tion information may have possible applications in helping 
to target recruiting efforts or allocate resources [Eef. 13: 
pp. 40-41]. 

In the past, the geographical allocation of recruiters 
was based upon estimates of qualified military available 
(QMA) in an area [Ref. 14]. The rational for using QMA data 
to allocate recruiters is that it provides a measure of 
market size. Market size, however, is not equivalent to 
market potential, and it is market potential rather than 
size which is of importance in maximizing recruiter effi- 
ciency [Eef. 15: p. 650]. Market potential is in part 
related to the number of individuals qualified for enlist- 
ment, but it is also determined by the propensity of these 
individuals to enlist in the armed forces. Efficient allo- 
cation of recruiters require that they be redistributed from 
areas where the cost of recruitment is high to areas where 
the cost of recruitment is low so that the marginal cost of 
recruitment will be essentially the same in all areas. 

Since each service utilizes different recruiting area 
boundaries, the geographic marketplaces of the QMA popula- 
tion for the services are distinct. Therefore, it follows 
that the most productive placement of recruiters for each 
service is somewhat dependent upon the defined location of 
each marketplace. Orvis' findings suggest that the prob- 
ability of enlisting a desirable recruit is a function of 
the proportion of individuals exhibiting a positive enlist- 
ment intent within that marketplace. 
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B. OBJECTIVE 



Therefore, it is the objective of this study to deter- 
mine local area estimates of market potential using inten- 
tion data. For purposes of this study, (1) a "local area" 
is equivalent to a military service recruiting region and 
(2) application levels rather than accession levels are used 
to estimate enlistment market potential. The local area 
estimates of application potential will be determined for 
the armed services overall as well as individual services 
(Army, Air Force, Karine Corps, and Navy). Appendix A 
provides a list of states within the six regions examined in 
this study. 

This thesis is organized as follows; Chapter II 
describes the data files utilized in this effort; Chapter 
III presents a discussion of methodologies used to develop 
estimates of local area market potential; Chapter IV pres- 
ents key study results along with supporting comments; 
Chapter V present conclusions/ recommenla tions, and includes 
a discussion of the potential for use of this technique as a 
decision making tool. 
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II. DES CRIPTION OF DATA FILE 



To examine the use of intention data to estimate market 
potential, data from the Youth Attitude Tracking Study 
(YATS) were used. The YATS, initiated in the Fall of 1975, 
is a cross-sen tional tracking of 16 to 21 year-olds' atti- 
tudes, perceptions, and behavior with respent to future 
service in the military. The study explores such topics as 
enlistment propensity, reasons for not considering active 
duty service, contact with military recruiters and other 
potential influencers, generally desired job characteris- 
tics, recall of recruitment advertising, awareness of 
starting salary and subjective effects of proposed financial 
innentives, and attitudes toward draft registration. The 
data were collected via 30-minute telephone interviews 
[Ref. 16]. 

To conduct this study, data were extranted from a 
Defense Manpower Data Center YATS Cohort Hatch File. This 
file contained 13 semi annual 1 survey waves of the YATS, 
administered to 16 to 21 year old males between Spring 1976 
and Fall 1983 (N = 79,572). Female samples were included in 
the Fall 1980-1963 waves but were excluded from the analysis 
in this study. The match file also included extracts from 
the Military Enlistment Processing Commands (MEPCOMS) 
records to determine the actual application and enlistment 
decisions after the survey. The follow-up period extended 
th rough March 1984, providing approximately an eight year 
follow-up for the earliest wave (Spring 1976) and about 3-6 
months follow-up for the most recent wave (Fall 1983). The 
Fall '83 wave was not analyzed. 



beginning in 1981, waves were conducted on an annual 
basis. J 3 



Another data file referred to as the FIPSCO DE 2 file was 
also obtained from the Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) . 
This file identifies recruiting district boundaries as they 
relate to state and county lines. The FIP5C3DE file was 
merged with the survey data so that survey results and 
applications for military service could be identified by 
recruiting district. For the purposes of this study, the 
recruiting districts were grouped into geographical 
recruiting regions. 3 Since the exact regional boundaries of 
each service are somewhat different, caution must be exer- 
cised in interpreting this data. 

Five data sets were created for the conduct of the anal- 
ysis and are shown at Table IV. Data set "Surd" contained 
all survey results while the "Exam" data set identified 
those survey respondents who had applied for military 
service by March ’84. The "Fipsrd" data set matched 
recruiting district lines with state and county boundaries. 
"Surfips" and "Surexfip" were created from combinations of 
the previously mentioned data sets. Data set "Surexfip" 
contained only those observations for which an application 
for military service was initiated and a social service 
number was given during the survey. The latter two sets 
exclude females and the fall 1 83 wave. 

Table V presents a summary of the characteri sties of (1) 
the subset of respondents who took the written test at the 
Military Examination Processing Commands (MEFCOMS) and (2) 
the characterist ics of the sample as a whole. Respondents 
who went on to take the written test tended to be younger 
than the sample as a whole. Also, individuals who took the 



2 A fipscode is a federal state or county code obtained 
from a zipcode based translation file. 

3 The Navy and Marine Corps Recruiting Commands divide 
ths natron into six distinct recruiting regions (mideast, 
northeast, northwest, southeast, southwest, west} while the 
Army and Air Force use five regional classifications (north- 
east, northwest, southeast, southwest, west). 
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TABLE 17 
Data Sets 



Sur d 
Exam 
Fipsrd 
Sur fips 
Sur exrips 



# of 

Observations 



79,572 
79,572 
3125 
57, 350 
39,175 



test were less likely to be high school graduates (53 
percent versus 6 1 percent) an d were more likely to be black 
(19 verses 12 percent). 



TABLE 7 

Background Characteristics for 
All Respondents and Respondents Who Took Written Test 



Eharacteristics 


All respondents 
(percent) 


Respondents 
taking test 
(percent) 


Age 

16-17 


46 


53 


18-19 


34 


32 


20-21 


20 


1 5 



High school 
gr aduate 



? , r " 

Zes 


5 1 


53 


No 


39 


4 7 


Race 


Black 


12 


19 


Other 


88 


81 



Ilote: Charac teristics at time of survey. High school 
seniors were included as graduates. Total 
N = 39,175, with 7216 taking test. 



A closer look at the intention data as it relates to 
applying for military service is given in Table VI. 
National application rates are matched with intentions 
expressed ii. the survey. The intention measure used was the 
respondents stated likelihood of serving in the military in 
the next few years. The intent to serve in a specific 
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service was also obtained for each respondent. The results 
indicate that a "definitely not" response depicts a lower 
application rate than a "definite" response within each 
service and for the military service in general . i.e., only 
4 percent of those individuals who gave a "definitely not" 
reply as their intent to join the army actually applied for 
army service while the application rate for the "definite" 
group was 23 percent. These results also indicate that 

although the respondents had a higher interest in the Air 
Force, the Army and Navy attracted more applicants. 

TABLE VI 

Application Rates by Survey Enlistment Intention 



Enlistment 

Intent 


S 

A rmy 
(N) 


ff* 

Navy 

(N) 


% 

Air 

Force 

(N) 


% 

Narine 

Corps 

(NJ 


7 

Military 

Service 

(N) 


Definite 


23 

(697) 


19 

(721) 


12 

(395) 


10 

(538) 


47 

(1476) 


ProLably 


14 

{ 5256) 


(5769) 


7 

(64 17) 


4 

(429 5) 


31 

(952 4) 


Prolabl v 
not 


5 

(15572) 


4 

(15622) 


3 

(15789) 


1 

(15307) 


14 

( 13691) 


Definitely 

not 


4 

(16921) 


3 

(16287) 


3 

(15228) 


1 

(18308) 


11 

(13478) 


Dor ’ t Kr.o w 


6 

(729) 


6 

(776) 


4 

(846) 


2 

(72 7) 


21 

(100 6) 



Although the relationship between expressed intentions 
and application rates, as shown in Table VI, are not as 
strong as those found by Chow and Polich, intentions are 
clearly related to subsequent behavior. • An examination of 
this relationship at local area levels is conducted in the 
following chapter. 
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III. METBODCLOGI 



This study proposes that local area market potential can 
be determined in a non- traditional way by applying estimates 
of relative intent to join the military to the estimated 
magnitude of qualified manpower available (QMA) in that 
area. This process is expressed in Eg. (1); 



(1) MP- = QHA^ x |Q 
where HPj = market potential in area j 

QMAj = estimated number of 17-21 year old non 

prior service males who are both mentally 
and physically qualified for military 
service in area j 

h* |Q = relative level of application potential of 
qualified individuals ir. area j 

The Defense Manpower Data Center (DMDC) maintains esti- 
mates of £MA. 4 This study focuses on establishing a means of 
estimating Rj from survey respondents intent to join the 
military. No effort is made to estimate M for high 
quality individuals, — that is, those who are both HSDG and 
CAT I-IIIA. If this is desired, both QMA and intent must be 
estimated specifically for this group. 



4 For further information, contact Paul Niohens, Defense 
Manpower Data Center Recruiting Marketing Network, 
Arlington, Virginia. 
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A. ESTIHATION ASSUMPTIONS 



There were three assumptions casic to the development of 
the estimate Rj ; 

1. Interest is a fixed function of age and 
race. 

2. Application rates are independent of age, 
race, and region. 

3. The relationship between interest and 
application rates is stable over time. 

The first of these assumptions is reasonable given that 
younger respondents (16-18) are less experienced and 
possibly less committed (job, families, college, etc) than 
older respondents (19-21). The expectation of adventure 
could account for the higher interest among younger individ- 
uals. Results of this study show that blaoks are more 
interested in joining the military service than nonblacks. 
This occurrence is possibly due to the availability of fewer 
alternatives existing for blacks. However, race was not 
considered a factor in the computation of Rj due to the 
insufficient sample sizes which resulted when this addi- 
tional category was included. 

The second assumption indicates that given an individu- 
al's intent to join the military, age, race and local area 
are not necessary to predict the likelihood of applying for 
service. This assumption was not entirely valid as shown by 
the application model to be discussed later in this thesis. 
Race was found to play a significant role in predicting 
application rates, i.e. blacks were -more likely to apply 
than nonblacks. 

The final assumption is more difficult to justify. 
However, it is necessary because forecasts of market 
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potential are made in terms of aggregate interest and appli- 
cation rates. Whether interest and application rates will 
continue to be related as they have in the past depends upon 
a complex set of interacting forces which impact on interest 
levels and subsequent behavior. 

B. ESTI3ATI0H PROCEDURE 

Relative level of application potential was estimated 
using the formula; 



(2) 






X° bS M 



X 




x a* 



where hj 



relative level of application potential of 
individuals in area j 



ObSy = 



observed number of respondents with intent 
i in area j 



a* = aplication rates of individuals with intent 
i 




expected number of respondents with intent 
i in area j 



That is, local area application potential was estimated 
as observed application potential in area j relative to the 
application potential expected from a similar sample drawn 
from the nation as a whole. Numerator and denominator 
values of equation (2) are given in Appendix B. The tech- 
nique for estimating each variable in the formula is 
discussed below. 
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""he observed intention estimates, oLs^ , were obtained 
directly from the YATS cohort match file via cr osstabulation 
of the variables "region" and "likelihood of joining the 
military". This action produced the actual interest levels 
ox the local areas sampled (see Appendix C) . 

The estimate of a was also obtained via crosstabulation 
of variables from the cohort match file (see Appendix F) . 
The variables used were "likelihood of joining the military" 
and "service of application". The "service of application" 
variable identifies each survey respondents subsequent 
behavior toward applying for military service, i.e., answers 
are provided to the following questions, "Did he apply?" and 
"Fhich service?" . Estimates of a^- were also generated via 
a regression model used to predict application rates based 
or the available characteristics expected to effect applica- 
tion (see Application Model Results, Chapter IV) . The vari- 
ables used in this analysis are listed in Table VII. Note 
that the values of a^ does not depend solely on intent 
level. However, it is clear that intent level contributes 
most strongly to the estimation of the application rates. 
Thus, the estimation of application potential based upon the 
sum of the products of the observed proportion of respon- 
dents with each intent level and the probability of an indi- 
vidual with a stated intent level subsequently joining the 
military appears reasonable. 

Finally, the expected intentions in area j, Exp^ , were 
computed using the formula 



( 3) Exp^ = N d x P (i* ) 



wnere = number of respondents of age k in area j 



P (i* ) = national percent of individuals of age k 
with intent level i 



29 



TABLE VII 



Summary of Variables 
(Application Models) 



Variable 


Description 


Race (2) 


A dummy variable whose value is 
1 if individual is black and 0 
otherwise 


Aye (6) 


Respondents age at survey 
(16-21) 


Region (6) 


Resoondents residence at survey 
(Northeast, Northwest, Mideast, 
southeast, Southwest, Fest) 


Wave (12) 


Period in which the survey was 
conducted (Spring 76 - Fall 82) 


Intent Level (5) 


Possible responses were defi- 
nitely. probably, probably not, 
definitely not, ana don’t know 
and were obtained for composite 
and specific services. 


Interaction (2) 


Race and intent 
intent and region 


Note: Region and intent 

service. 

Army regions were 
service model. 


level corresponds to specific 
used for overall military 


The estimates of N„.j and 


F (i K ) were taken from the match 



file via crosstabulation of variables "age" and "region" and 
"age" and "likelihood of joining the military" respectively. 
Values of Exp are given in Appendix C. Estimates of P(i k ) 
were also estimated via a regression model based on the 
available characteristics expected to effect interest (see 
Appendix G) . 
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Note, however, that intent is strongly related to a 
mailer of demographic factors. Table VIII presents the 
variables used in regression analysis to predict positive 
propensity. The age, race and region variables strongly 
effect the prediction of positive propensity. Thus if 
samples are not corrected for discrepancies in the demo- 
graphic composition of the selected samples, comparisons of 
interest levels between areas a, ay be inaccurate. For 
example, if the sample in area A contained an inordinately 
large number of young individuals while area B's sample 
contained an unusally small number of such people, area A’s 
estimate of the proportion of individuals with "definite" or 
"probable" intent might have been much higher than B's --in 
spite of the fact that both areas might possess equal 
interest levels. To correct for this possibility, the esti- 
mated application rate in each area was normalized relative 
to the age-specific composition of its' sample. (It is 
assumed that the age-specific breakdown of 16-21 year olds 
in most areas is essentially equal. 

Regional interest estimates without the effect of appli- 
cation rates were obtained via formula (4) ; 



4) Eij = Obs^ / Exp^ 

where F. ig Is the relative interest estimate in area j and 
values of Gbsy and Exp^ are the same as in aquation (2). 
Values of R were also modified to correct for discr epancies 
in demographic composition of the selected samples. For 
example, estimated interest levels in each area were normal- 
ized relative to the age-specific composition of its* 
sample. The computation of provides a measure of 

regional interest levels by age relative to the nation as a 
whole. Local area age-specific estimates of interest were 
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TABLE VIII 





Summary of Variables 
(Propensity Hodel) 


Variable 


Description 


Race (2) 


A dummy variable whose value is 
0 if individual is black and 1 
otherwise 


Age [€) 


Respondents age at survey 
(16-21) 


Region (6) 


Respondents residence at survey 
(Northeast/ Northwest, Mideast, 
Southeast, Southwest, West) 


Save (12) 


Period in which the survey was 
conducted (Spring 76 - Fall 82) 


Intent Level (5) 


Possible responses were defi- 
nitely. pronably, probably not, 
definitely not, anu don't know 
and were obtained for composite 
and specific services. 


Interaction (4) 


Age and region 

Race and region 

Race and age 

Race and aye and region 



Note: Region and intent level corresponds to specific 

service. 

Army regions were used for overall military 
service model. 
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obtained under the assumption that there was no age-region 
interaction, i.e., the effect of age on intent was the same 
in all areas. 

C. MODEL DEVELOPMENT 

The conceptual framework discussed earlier lead to the 
formulation of statistical models 5 to predict application 
rates and interest levels based on the available character- 
istics expected to effect applications and interest. These 
models were designed so that a dichotomous dependent vari- 
able Y, was related to the given vector of characteristics X 
by the logistic function form; 

(4) \ = P (X^ ) + error 
where F(X i ) = 1 / (1 + EXP(-Alpha - Beta) 



Alpha = intercept parameters 



Beta = vector of regression parameters 



The values of the parameters were determined using condi- 
tional maximum likelihood estimators. 



-A model can be constructed to establish a means for 
estimating the probability that a respondent is of high 
mental grade, i.e., Cat I-IIIA. Following Orvis’ recommen- 
dations, known AFQx scores were modeled based on demographic 
characteristics in the survey. The variables and model 
results are given in Appendix H. 
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1 . Appli cation Model 

The list of variables that were included in the 
initial model was presented in Table VII. The regression 
results for these explanatory variables are given in 
Appendix F. Age, region, wave and all variable interactions 
were deleted from the final application model due to their 
generally insignificant effect on predicting application 
probabilities. 

2 • Intent Mod el 

The intent model was designed to predict the likeli- 
hood of having a positive propensity for military service. 
The intent responses "def initely " and "probably" were 
combined to form the positive propensity dependent variable. 
Tie regression results are given at Appendix 5. Variable 
interactions and the wave main effect were not included in 
the final propensity model due to their weak effect on 
predicting propensity probabilities. 
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17. RESULTS 



A. LOCAL AREA INTEREST ESTIMATES 

Tables IX-XIV present values of local area composite and 
specific military service interest estimates. These esti- 
mates reflect interest levels for the period covering Spring 
'76 - Fall '82. Positive propensity toward military service 
is inversely related to age across all services and areas. 
The highest positive propensity is expressed toward the Air 
Force across ages and areas except for the southwest and 
mid<_ast. Ir. these areas, the Navy is favored. The area of 
highest positive propensity toward military service is the 
southeast followed by the northwest, northeast, west and 
southwest. Among the specific services, the areas of 
highest positive propensity are as shown in Table XV. 

The resemblence of the interest ranking for the Army and 
general military service may be partially due to the fact 
tnat Army recruiting regional boundaries were used in the 
computation of general military service interest estimates. 

E. LOCAL AREA APPLICATION POTENTIAL ESTIMATES 

Table XVI presents the estimates of regional application 
potential relative to the nation as a whole for the period 
Spring '76 - Fall '82. These results show that application 
potential for military service is approximately 11 
percentage points higher in the southeast than the south- 
west. The northeast, southwest, and west were below 
national averages while the southeast and northwest were 
above. The regional relationships for Army application 
potential were consistent with those rates for military 
service. Again, this is partiality due to the common 
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regional boundaries. Application rates for the Navy and 
Marines were below national average rates in the mideast, 
northwest, northeast, and the west, but exceed them in the 
southeast and southwest. The range of application potential 
among Marine and Navy regions was 16 and 10 points respec- 
tively. Finally, the Air Force exceeded national averages 
ir. the southeast and northwest and was below them in the 
northeast and southwest. The west region was essentially 
similar to the nation as a whole. The range of application 
potential between Air Force regions was 8 points. 

Table XVII shows the regional rankings of application 
potential. The order of application potential for military 
service. Navy, Air Force and Marine Corp are consistent with 
the order o: interest estimates. However, the position of 
Army regions, northeast and southwest, are interchanged when 
interest estimates and application potential are ranked. 
Although the estimates of interest in the Army in these two 
areas are similar, there is approximately a two point 
difference in application potential. 

Tables XVIII-XXIV presents the estimates of regional 
application potential for each year beginning Fall '76 thru 
Fail '32. These results show that application potential was 
consistently higher than national averages within the south- 
east and northwest regions. The other regions have been 
consistently below national averages with the western region 
consistently possessing the lowest application potential. 

Tables XXV-XXIX shows the regional rankings of applica- 
tion potential by service for each year from Fall ’76 thru 
Fall ’82. With the exception of changes in '79, ’81, and 
’82, the regional rankings of application potential for the 
Arm j were fairly stable. Military service rankings were 
also stable. The fluctuations among the other services may 
have been influenced by local recruiting efforts to improve 
past performances. The southeast was consistently the area 
of highest estimated application potential. 
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TABLE IX 



Local Area Interest Estimates 
(Hideast) 



Age 


Service 




Level 


of Interest 




Def 


Pr ob 


Probn 


Def n 


DK 








(*> 


(%) 


(%) 


(55) 


(%) 




A 

H 


2.3 


17.7 


42.4 


34. 1 


3. 2 


16 


AF 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 




NC 


2.0 


13.6 


42. 6 


39. 1 


2. 7 




MS 






“ 








A 

N 


i Ts 


15. 7 


42.4 


39. 0 


2. 1 


17 


AF 


— 


— 


- 


— 


— 




MC 


1 .0 


11.8 


42. 0 


43.4 


1.8 




MS 










— 




A 

N 


0.8 


12. 8 


39.3 


44. 8 


2. 1 


18 


AF 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 




MC 


1 .0 


8.8 


38.0 


50. 4 


1.8 




MS 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 


- 


A 





_ 













N 


0.8 


9. 8 


38. 2 


48. 7 


2. 1 


19 


AF 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 




MC 


1.0 


6.9 


35. 9 


54. 4 


1.3 




MS 




— 


— 


— 


— 




A 

N 


o7s 


8. 9 


36.2 


51. 7 


2. 1 


20 


AF 


— 


— 


- 


- 


— 




MC 


1.0 


5. 9 


33.9 


57. 4 


1.8 




MS 




— 


— 


— 


— 




A 

N 


0.8 


7. 9 


34. 1 


55. 6 


27 1 


21 


AF 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 




MC 


1 .0 


5.8 


32. 6 


58. 8 


1.8 




MS 






— 




— 




A 

N 


1 73 


13.4 


39.3 


43. 1 


274 


Total 


AF 


— 


— 


— 


— 


— 




MC 


1.2 


9.9 


38.9 


43. 0 


2. 1 




MS 


— 


— 




— 


— 



Note: Def=def initely ; Prob= t robably ; Probn=probably not; 
Defn=def initely not: t)K=don’t know; 

A=Army; N=Navy; AF=Air Force; MC=Marine Corps; 
HS=Milit ary Service; 

The Army and Air Force do not have a distinct 
mideast recruiting region. 



rf/S , 

A A 

v A 



>\ 



37 



TABLE X 



Local Area Interest Estimates 
(North east) 



Age 


Service 


Def 

(S) 


Level of Interest 

Prob Probn Defn 

(%) (%) i%) 


1 

1 

1 

^>0 1 
tfU*? 1 

1 

1 1 




A 


1.7 


14. 8 


39.0 


41. 1 


3. 3 




N 


3.0 


15. 9 


36.8 


39. 1 


3. 1 


16 


AF 


2.6 


17. 3 


38.1 


38. 8 


3.2 




MC 


2. 1 


12.4 


36.8 


45.6 


3. 1 




MS 


5.2 


29.9 


31.5 


30. 1 


3. 4 




A 


1 .7 


12.9 


37.9 


45.3 


2. 2 




N 


2.0 


14. 2 


36.8 


44. 7 


2. 1 


17 


AF 


2.5 


15.2 


36.5 


42. 6 


3. 2 




MC 


1 . 1 


10.7 


36. 0 


50.2 


2.0 




MS 


5 .2 


25.9 


32.3 


33. 3 


3. 4 




A 


0.9 


10.0 


34. 7 


52. 4 


2.2 




!I 


1 .0 


11.5 


34. 1 


51.4 


2. 1 


1 8 


AF 


1.7 


11.8 


35.3 


49. 2 


2. 1 




MC 


1 .0 


7.9 


31.9 


57. 2 


2.0 




MS 


3.1 


18.8 


31.5 


43. 4 


3.3 




A 


0.8 


8. 1 


32.6 


56. 3 


2. 2 




N 


1.0 


8.8 


3 3. 2 


55. 9 


2. 1 


19 


AF 


0.8 


9. 2 


34.3 


53. 6 


2. 1 




MC 


1.0 


6. 0 


29.9 


61. 1 


2.0 




MS 


2. 1 


15.2 


31.1 


49.4 


2. 2 




A 


0.8 


7. 1 


31.2 


58. 7 


2. 1 




N 


1.0 


8.0 


31.4 


59. 2 


2. 1 


2 C 


AF 


0.8 


8.2 


31.9 


57. 1 


2. 1 




MC 


1 .0 


5. 1 


23. 0 


63. 9 


2.0 




MS 


1 .0 


13. 1 


29. 7 


54. 0 


2.2 




A 


0.8 


6.2 


29.3 


61. 6 


2. 1 




N 


1.0 


7. 1 


29.6 


63. 7 


2. 1 


21 


AF 


0.8 


7.3 


29.9 


60.0 


2.0 




MC 


1 .0 


5. 1 


26.8 


65. 2 


2.0 




MS 


1 .0 


11.3 


28.9 


56.6 


2.2 




A 


1.3 


11.0 


35.4 


45. 9 


2.5 




N 


1 .8 


12.2 


34.6 


49. 1 


2. 4 


Tatal 


AF 


1.8 


12. 9 


35.3 


47. 4 


2. 6 




MC 


1.3 


8.9 


33.0 . 


54. 5 


2. 3 




MS 


3.6 


21. 6 


31.2 


40. 7 


3.0 



Note: Def=def initely ; Prob=probably ; Probn=probably not; 
Defn=def initely not: DK=don’t know; 

A=Army; N=Navy; AF=Air Force; rlC = Karine Corps; 
MS=Military Service; 
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TABLE XI 



Local Area Interest Estimates 
(Northwest) 



Level of Interest 



A^e 


Service 

Def 

(%) 


Prob 

(%) 


Probn 

(*) 


Def n 

(3) 


DK 

(%) 




A 


2.2 


18.7 


42. 6 


34.2 


2. 5 




N 


1 .9 


15. 5 


43.0 


35. 5 


2. 6 


16 


AF 


2.9 


21. 9 


42.7 


30. 0 


2. 5 




MC 


1 .5 


12.5 


43.2 


40. 3 


2. 5 




MS 


4.5 


33.8 


34. 5 


24. 1 


3. 1 




A 


2.2 


16. 4 


41.8 


38. 0 


1. 6 




N 


1.3 


13.8 


43. 0 


40.5 


1.8 


1 7 


AF 


2.9 


19.6 


41.5 


33. 5 


2. 5 




MC 


0.7 


10.8 


42. 3 


44. 5 


1.7 




MS 


4.5 


29. 6 


35.7 


27. 0 


3. 1 




A 


1.1 


13. 1 


39.2 


45. 1 


1.7 




N 


0.6 


11.2 


39.8 


46.6 


1. 8 


18 


AF 


2.0 


15. 6 


41.2 


39. 6 


1. 7 




MC 


0.7 


8.1 


38. 1 


51. 4 


1. 7 




MS 


2.8 


22. 1 


35.9 


36. 2 


3. 1 




A 


1 . 1 


10.8 


37.3 


49. 1 


1. 7 




N 


0.6 


8. 6 


38.8 


50.7 


1.8 


19 


AF 


1 .0 


12.4 


40.8 


44. 0 


1. 7 




MC 


0.7 


6. 3 


35.9 


55. 4 


1.7 




MS 


1 .9 


18.2 


35.9 


41.9 


2. 1 




A 


1 . 1 


9.5 


36. 1 


51 . 7 


1.7 




N 


0.6 


7. 8 


36.7 


53. 7 


1.8 


20 


AF 


1.0 


11.2 


38.5 


47. 6 


1.7 




MC 


0.7 


5.4 


33.9 


58. 4 


1. 7 




MS 


1.0 


15. 8 


34. 7 


46. 4 


2. 1 




A 


1 .1 


8.4 


34.2 


54. 7 


1. 7 




N 


0.6 


6. 9 


34. 6 


57. 8 


1.8 


21 


AF 


1 .0 


10.2 


36.5 


50.6 


1. 7 




MC 


0.7 


5. 3 


32. 5 


59. 8 


1. 7 




MS 


1.0 


13.8 


34.2 


48. 9 


2. 2 




A 


1.6 


14. 2 


39.7 


42.7 


1.9 




N 


1 . 1 


11.8 


40.4 


44. 8 


2. 0 


Total 


AF 


2.1 


16. 8 


40.9 


33. 0 


2. 1 




MC 


0.9 


9.0 


39.1 


4 9. 1 


1. 9 




MS 


3.2 


25. 0 


35.2 


33. 8 


2. 3 



Note: Def=definitely ; ?rob=probably ; Probn=probably not; 
Defn=def initely not: DK=don't know; 

A=Army; N=Navy; A?= Air Force; MC=Marine Corps; 
MS=Military Service. Local area interest estimates 
are relative to national interest level. 
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TABLE XII 



Local Area Interest Estimates 
(Southeast) 



Ace 


Service 




Level 


of Interest 




Def 

(*) 


Prob 

(X) 


Probn 

(S) 


Def n 

(S) 


1 




A 


3. 1 


21 . 4 


4 1.4 


31. 4 


2. 7 




N 


3.7 


22. 1 


4 1.5 


31.5 


3.0 


16 


AF 


4.0 


22. 9 


41.3 


28.9 


2. 8 




MC 


2.8 


17.5 


4 1.4 


35. 2 


3. 2 




MS 


6.5 


35. 8 


33.0 


21 . 5 


3.2 




A 


3.2 


18. 9 


40.9 


35. 2 


1. 3 




N 


2.5 


19. 7 


41.5 


36. 0 


2.0 


17 


AF 


4.0 


20. 1 


40.2 


32. 3 


2. 8 




MC 


1 .4 


15.3 


41.5 


39. 6 


2.2 




MS 


6.6 


31 .6 


34.4 


24. 2 


3. 2 




A 


1 .6 


15. 3 


38. 9 


42. 3 


1.9 




N 


1.2 


16.0 


38.5 


41. 4 


2.0 


13 


AF 


2.8 


16.4 


40.3 


38. 6 


1. 9 




MC 


1 .4 


11.7 


33.0 


46. 7 


2. 2 




MS 


4 . 1 


24. 1 


35.4 


33.2 


3.3 




A 


1 .7 


12.7 


37.4 


46. 5 


1.9 




N 


1 .2 


12. 3 


37.5 


45. 0 


2. 0 


IS 


AF 


1 .4 


13.2 


40.2 


43. 2 


2. 0 




MC 


1.5 


9.2 


36. 3 


50. 3 


2. 2 




MS 


i. • 8 


20 . 1 


35.9 


39. 0 


2. 3 




A 


1 . 7 


11.2 


36. 2 


49. 0 


1.9 




N 


1 . 2 


11.1 


35.5 


47.7 


2. 0 


20 


AF 


1 .4 


12.0 


38.0 


46.7 


2. 0 




MC 


1 .5 


7.9 


34.4 


53. 9 


2. 2 




MS 


1.4 


17. 7 


35.0 


43. 6 


2. 3 




A 


1 .7 


9.9 


34.5 


52. 1 


1. 9 




N 


1 .2 


9.8 


33.4 


51. 2 


2. 0 


21 


AF 


1 .4 


10.3 


36.0 


49. 7 


2. 0 




MC 


1 .5 


7.9 


33. 1 


55. 4 


2.2 




MS 


1.5 


15. 5 


34.6 


46. 2 


2. 4 




A 


2.4 


16.5 


39.2 


39. 8 


2. 1 




N 


2.2 


17.0 


39.2 


39. 4 


i.3 


Total 


AF 


3.0 


17.8 


40.0 


36. 9 


2. 4 




MC 


1 .8 


13. 1 


38. 8 


43. 9 


2. 5 




MS 


4.7 


27.2 


34.5 


30. 7 


2. 9 



Note: Def=def ini tel; 1 ; 2rob=r rolablv; Probn=probabiy not; 
Defn=def initely not: jK=don't knov ; 

A=Army; N=Navy; AF=Air Force; MC=Marine Corps; 
MS=Military Service. Local area interest estimates 
are relative to national interest level. 
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TABLE XIII 



Local Area Interest Estimates 
(Southwest) 



Age 


Service 




Level of Interest 




Def 

(X) 


Pr ob 
(%) 


Probn 

(%) 


Def n 

{%) 


DK 

(*) 




A 


1.9 


14.5 


44.3 


36. 7 


2. 6 




N 


3.3 


20.8 


42.3 


32. 3 


2. 3 


16 


AF 


1 .9 


17.4 


43.5 


34. 5 


2. 7 




MC 


2.2 


16. 9 


42. 3 


36. 5 


2. 1 




MS 


3.9 


27. 8 


37.0 


28. 3 


2. 9 




A 


1 .9 


12.6 


43. 1 


40. 6 


1.7 




N 


2.2 


18.5 


42.3 


36. 9 


1. 6 


17 


AF 


1 .9 


15. 4 


41.9 


38. 1 


2. 7 




MC 


1 . 1 


14.7 


42.0 


40. 8 


1. 4 




MS 


3.9 


24. 1 


37.9 


31. 3 


2. 9 




A 


1 .0 


9.9 


40. 0 


47. 5 


1.7 




N 


1 . 1 


15. 0 


39.2 


42. 5 


1.6 


18 


AF 


1.3 


12.0 


40.3 


44. 2 


1. 3 




MC 


1 . 1 


11.2 


38. 4 


47. 9 


1.4 




MS 


2.3 


17.4 


36.9 


40. 7 


2. 8 




A 


1.0 


3. 1 


37. 8 


51.4 


1.7 




N 


1 . 1 


1 1 .6 


38.2 


46. 2 


1.6 


19 


AF 


0.6 


9. 4 


39. 8 


48. 4 


1.8 




MC 


1 . 1 


8.8 


36.6 


52. 1 


1. 4 




MS 


1.5 


14. 1 


36.3 


46. 3 


1.9 




A 


1 .0 


7.1 


36.4 


53. 8 


1.7 




N 


1 . 1 


10. 4 


36. 1 


48. 9 


1 . 6 


20 


AF 


0.6 


3. 5 


37.2 


51 . 9 


1. 8 




MC 


1 . 1 


7.5 


34. 7 


55. 2 


1 . 5 




MS 


0.8 


12 . 1 


34.7 


50. 1 


1.9 




A 


1 .0 


6.2 


34. 3 


36. 8 


1.7 




N 


1 . 1 


9.3 


34.0 


52. 6 


1. 6 


21 


AF 


0.6 


7. 6 


35. 1 


54. 9 


1. 8 




MC 


1 . 1 


7.5 


33. 3 


56. 6 


1.4 




MS 


0.8 


10.5 


33.9 


53. 0 


1.9 




A 


1.4 


10.8 


40.6 


45. 3 


1. 9 




N 


1.9 


15. 9 


39.3 


40. 6 


1. 8 


Total 


AF 


1.4 


12.9 


40.6 


42. 9 


2. 2 




MC 


1.4 


12. 4 


39.2 


45. 4 


1.6 




MS 


2.6 


19.8 


36.6 


38. 5 


2. 5 



Hote: Def=def initel/; ?rob=probably ; Probn=probably not; 
Defn=def init elv not: DK=don’t know; 

A=Army; N=Navy; AF=Air Force; MC=Marine Corps; 
MS=Military Service. Local area interest estxmates 
are relative to national interest level. 



TABLE XI? 



Local Area Interest Estimates 
(Rest) 



Aye 


Service 




1 evel 


of Interest 




4-J^ 

0)^ 


Prob 

(*) 


Probn 

(%) 


Def n 

{%) 


DK 

(%) 




A 


1.4 


12. 1 


41.5 


41.3 


3. 7 




N 


3.0 


17. 1 


39.4 


35. 9 


3. 9 


16 


AF 


2.7 


21 .4 


39.6 


33. 0 


3. 3 




MC 


1 .7 


10.7 


40. 4 


43. 7 


3. 6 




MS 


5.0 


27. 8 


34.2 


29. 4 


3. 7 




A 


1.4 


10.5 


40. 2 


45 . 5 


2. 5 




N 


2.0 


15.2 


39.4 


41. 1 


2. 6 


1 7 


AF 


2.7 


19. 1 


38. 3 


3 6.7 


3.3 




MC 


0.8 


9.2 


39.5 


48. 1 


2. 4 




ns 


4.9 


24. 1 


35.0 


32. 5 


3.6 




A 


0.7 


8. 1 


36.6 


52.2 


2. 4 




N 


1.0 


12. 3 


36. 5 


47. 2 


2. 6 


18 


AF 


1 .8 


15. 0 


37.8 


43. 1 


2. 2 




:ic 


0.8 


6.8 


35. 1 


54. 9 


2. 4 




MS 


2.9 


17.4 


34. 1 


42. 2 


3. 5 




A 


0.7 


6. 6 


34.3 


56. 1 


2. 4 




N 


1 .0 


9.5 


35.6 


51. 3 


2. 6 


19 


AF 


0.9 


11.9 


37.2 


47.7 


2. 2 




mc 


0.8 


5.2 


32.9 


58.7 


2. 4 




MS 


1 .9 


14. 1 


33. 5 


48. 1 


2. 4 




A 


0.7 


5.8 


32.9 


58. 4 


2. 3 




N 


1.0 


8.5 


33. 7 


54. 4 


2.6 


20 


AF 


0.9 


10.7 


34.9 


51. 2 


2. 2 




MC 


0.8 


4.5 


30.8 


61.5 


2.4 




MS 


1 .0 


12. 1 


32.0 


52. 6 


2. 4 




A 


0.7 


5.0 


30.8 


61. 2 


2. 3 




N 


1 .0 


7.6 


31.7 


58. 5 


2. 6 


21 


AF 


0.9 


9.7 


33.0 


54. 2 


2.2 




MC 


0.8 


4. 4 


29.6 


62. 9 


2. 3 




MS 


1 .0 


10. 5 


31.2 


55. 0 


2. 4 




A 


1 .0 


8.9 


37.4 


50. 1 


2. 7 




N 


1.7 


13.0 


37. 1 


45. 3 


2. 9 


Total 


AF 


2.0 


16. 2 


37.6 


41.6 


2. 7 




MC 


1 .0 


7.6 


36. 1 


52. 6 


2. 7 




MS 


3.3 


19.3 


33.7 


39. 9 


3. 2 



Mote: Def=def initely ; ?rob=nrobab ly ; ?r obn=pro bably not; 
Def n=def initely not: DK=don’t know; 

A=Army; N=Navj; AF=Air Force; i1C = ;iarine Corps; 
MS=Military Service. Local area interest estimates 
are relative to national interest level. 



TABLE X? 

Rankings of Local Area Interest Estimates 





Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 




6 


— 


6 


— 


Northeast 


3 


3 


4 


3 


3 


North vest 


2 


5 


2 


4 


2 


Southeast 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


Southwest 


4 


2 


5 


2 


5 


West 


5 


4 


3 


5 


4 


Note: Th< 
mil 


e Army and Air Force do not 
least recruiting region. 


have a 


dist irct 



TABLE XVI 

Local Area Application Potential 
For Period Spring '76 - Fall '82 



Region 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


HA 


0. 983 


NA 


0.993 


NA 


Northeast 


0.971 


0. 968 


0.965 


0.973 


0.933 


Northwest 


1.035 


0.957 


1.018 


0.959 


1 .023 


Southeast 


1. 081 


1.056 


1.045 


1.087 


1.074 


Southw est 


0. 988 


1.039 


0.960 


1.059 


0.960 


West 


0.94 1 


0.981 


1.004 


0.930 


0.965 



Hole: Army and Air Force only have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are relative to national application rates. 
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TABLE XVII 



Rankings of Local Area Application Potential 
For Period Spring w6 - Fall ’82 



Region 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


NA 


3 


NA 


3 


NA 


Northeast 


4 


5 


4 


4 


3 


Northwest 


2 


6 


2 


5 


2 


Southeast 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


Southwest 


3 


2 


5 


2 


5 


Nest 


5 


4 


3 


6 


4 



Note: Army and Air Force only have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. 



TABLE XVIII 

Local Area Application Potential 
For spring ’76 



Region 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


NA 


0.993 


NA 


0.976 


NA 


Northeast 


0.980 


0.973 


0.950 


0.940 


1.018 


Northwest 


1 . 005 


0.950 


1.004 


0 .956 


1.013 


Southeast 


1. 047 


1.049 


1.076 


1 .030 


1.032 


Southw est 


1 . 000 


1.02 4 


0. 944 


1.049 


0.960 


Nest 


0. S46 


1.048 


1 . 039 


0.941 


1.006 



Note: Army and Air Force onlv have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates'were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are relative to national application rates. 
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TABLE XIX 



Local Area Application Potential 
For Spring *77 



Region 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Narine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


3i least 


NA 


0.970 


NA 


1.019 


NA 


Northeast 


0. 966 


0. 993 


0.926 


1.054 


0.986 


Nor thw est 


1 . 037 


0. 976 


1.032 


0. 960 


1.013 


Southeast 


1 . 09 1 


1.009 


1.039 


1.097 


1.061 


Southwest 


0. 977 


1.015 


0.96 7 


1.027 


0.964 


Pest 


0. 936 


0.992 


1.02 3 


0.969 


0.973 



Mote: Army and Air Force only have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates were determined using 
Arrav regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are* relative to national application rates. 



TABLE XX 

Local Area Application Potential 
For Spring *78 



Region 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Ilideast 


NA 


0. 939 


NA 


1.000 


NA 


Northeast 


0. 944 


0. 939 


0.960 


0.887 


0.971 


Northwest 


1 . 06 3 


0.936 


1.028 


0.959 


1.035 


Southeast 


1 . 124 


1 . 057 


1. 059 


1 . 102 


1.090 


Southwest 


0. 96 4 


1.053 


0.958 


1.056 


0.951 


Pest 


0.922 


0.992 


1.002 


0.934 


0.964 



Note: Army and Air Force only have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates were determined using 
Armv regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are* relative to national application rates. 
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TABLE III 



Local Area Application Potential 
For spring '79 



F eg ion 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


NA 


0.984 


NA 


0.936 


NA 


Northeast 


0.990 


0.967 


0.996 


1.008 


0.994 


Northv est 


1 . 068 


0.972 


1.014 


0.964 


1.043 


Southeast 


1 . 076 


1.102 


1.072 


1 . 048 


1.057 


Southwest 


0.975 


1.054 


0.932 


1.027 


0.953 


Nest 


0.885 


0.947 


1.023 


0.907 


0.946 


Note: Army 


and Air 


Force 


only have 


5 regions. 


The 



Military Service rates were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are relative to national application rates. 



TABLE XXII 





Local 


Area Ap 
For 


plication 
Spring '80 


Potential 




Region 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


M i least 


NA 


0.932 


NA 


0.980 


NA 


Northeast 


0. 947 


1. 000 


1.005 


0.954 


0.957 


Northwest 


1.026 


0. 974 


0.992 


0.966 


1.045 


Southeast 


1 . 095 


1.058 


0.995 


1.087 


1.065 


Southwest 


0. 985 


1.038 


1.000 


1.079 


0.970 


West 


0. 38 7 


0.934 


1.000 


0.920 


0.943 


Note: Army 


and Air 


Force 


only have 


5 regions. 


The 



Military Service rates were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are relative to national application rates. 
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TABLE XXIII 



Local Area Application Potential 
For Spring *81 



Peg ion 


A riay 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


NA 


0.980 


NA 


0.977 


NA 


Northeast 


0. 976 


0. 978 


0.939 


0. 954 


0.995 


Northwest 


1.014 


0. 973 


1.037 


0.997 


1.013 


Southeast 


1.073 


1.064 


1.047 


1.050 


1.097 


Southwest 


0.958 


1.030 


0.936 


1.061 


0.968 


Nest 


0.952 


0.972 


0.981 


0.871 


0.953 



Hote: Army and Air Force only have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are relative to national application rates. 



TABLE XXI7 





Local 


Area Apt 
For f 


j li cation 
Jpring *82 


Potential 




Reg ion 


Array 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


NA 


1.074 


NA 


0.975 


NA 


Northeast 


0.933 


0.916 


0.978 


0.943 


0.971 


Northwest 


0.992 


0. 939 


1.024 


0.966 


1.001 


Southeast 


1 . 126 


1.347 


1.099 


1.073 


1.046 


Southwest 


1.013 


1.002 


1.014 


1.000 


0.978 


IT es t 


0.S07 


0.966 


1.028 


0.915 


0.955 



note: Army and Air Force only have 5 regions. The 
Military Service rates were determined using 
Army regional boundaries. These area estimates 
are relative to national application rates. 
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TABLE XXV 



Rankings of Local Area Application Potential 

(Army) 



Region 


1976 


1977 


1978 


1979 


19 80 


1961 


1982 


Northeast 


4 


4 


4 


3 


4 


3 


4 


Northwest 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


3 


Southeast 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


Southwest 


3 


3 


3 


4 


3 


4 


2 


west 


5 


5 


5 


5 


5 


5 


5 


Note: Army 


and Air 


Force 


only 


have 


5 reg 


ions. 





Rankings of 


Local 


TABLE XXYI 

Area Application 
(Navyj 


Potential 


Region 


1976 


19^7 


1978 


1979 


1980 


1981 


1982 


flideast 


4 


6 


4 


3 


5 


3 


1 


Northeast 


5 


3 


5 


5 


3 


4 


6 


Northwest 


6 


5 


6 


4 


6 


5 


5 


Southeast 


1 


2 


1 


1 


1 


1 


2 


So uth west 


3 


1 


2 


2 ' 


2 


2 


3 


Nest 


2 


4 


3 


6 


4 


6 


4 
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TABLE XX7II 



Bankinqs of Local Area Application Potential 

(Air Force) 



Region 


1 S 76 


1577 


1978 


1979 


1980 


1981 


1982 


Northeast 


4 


5 


4 


4 


1 


5 


5 


Northwest 


3 


2 


2 


3 


5 


2 


3 


Southeast 


1 


1 


1 


1 


4 


1 


1 


Southwest 


5 


4 


5 


5 


2 




4 


Nest 


2 


3 


3 


2 


3 


4 


2 


Note: Army 


and Air 


Force 


only 


have 


5 regions. 





Rankings of 


TABLE 

Local Area 
(Marine 


XXVIII 

Application 

Corps) 


Potential 


Region 


1976 


1977 


1978 


1979 


1980 


1981 


1982 


Hi (least 


3 


4 


3 


4 


3 


4 


3 


Northeast 


6 


2 


6 


3 


5 


5 


5 


Northwest 


4 


6 


4 


5 


4 


3 


4 


Southeast 


2 


1 


1 


1 


1 


0 


1 


Southwest 


1 


3 


2 


2 


2 


i 


2 


Nest 


5 


5 


5 


6 


6 


6 


6 
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TABLE XXIX 



Rankings of Local Area Application Potential 
(Military Service) 



Region 


1976 


1977 


1978 


1979 


1980 


1981 


1982 


Northeast 


2 


3 


3 


3 


4 


3 


4 


Northwest 


3 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


2 


Southeast 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


Southwest 


5 


5 


5 


4 


3 


4 


3 


West 


4 


4 


4 


5 


5 


5 


5 



C. APPLICATION MODEL ESTIMATES 

In the preliminary analysis of factors which effected 
applications, age and interest in general military service 
were examined along with race and specific service interest 
(see Appendix G) . The effects of age were inconsistent, 
ranging from insignificant to slightly significant, while 
the effects of interest in general military service were 
considerably weaker then interest ir the specific services. 
These findings were valid for all services. These findings 
lead to the deveplopment of the final models discussed in 
the next paragraph. 

Tables XXX-XXXV, which [resent the final application 
model parameter estimates, show that intent has a profound 
impact or. application for military service. The intent 
coefficient estimates are relative to the "definite" 
response and are all significant with signs in the expected 
direction. Negative coefficients indicate that increases in 
the variable tend to decrease applications. k "definitely 
not" and "probably not" intent has a significantly negative 
effect on application while "probably" and "Don't Know" had 
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a similarly less negative effect. The remaining variable 
coefficient estimate shows that application is not indepen- 
dent of race. The race coefficient estimates show that the 
predicted application rates for blacks are significantly 
different from those of nonblacks. Blacks coefficient esti- 
mates are significantly positive for military service. Army, 
Marine Corps, and Air Force. However, the blacks coeffi- 
cient estimate for application to the Navy is significantly 
negative. This finding is of significant interest and 
merits further study. Perhaps, the images blacks have 
towards the Navy is reflected in this result and should 
therefore be a primary focus of Navy recruiting efforts. 

D. APPLICATION MODEL PREDICTIONS 

Table XXXV presents the projected application probabili- 
ties for the application models based on specific service 
interest and race. As noted, application probabilities 
decrease as interest decline. Estimated application rates 
for blacks are higher than nonblacks with the same interest 
e::cept for the Navy. Although much of the Hacks behavior 
toward military service may be accounted for due to the lack 
of other alternatives, the reasons for the surprising Navy 
result is unclear. 
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TABLE XXX 



Final Application Model 
(Army) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Int ercept 


-1.5892 


0.095 


279.57 


Slacks 


0.8936 


0.051 


310.63 


Probably 


-0.4932 


0.101 


23.89 


Probably 

Hot 


-1.4445 


0.100 


207.44 


Definitely 

Not 


-1 .6059 


0. 100 


255.77 


Don't Know 


-1 .2853 


0. 179 


51.57 


Note: Model Chi-Square = 1319.10 with 5 
* These variables were found to be 
the 5 % significance level. 


d.f. (5% level) 
insignificant at 





TABLE XXXI 








Final Application Model 
(Navy) 






Variable 


Coefficient 


St andard 
Error 


Chi 

Square 




Int ercept 


-1 .4203 


0.097 


214.30 




3iacks 


-0.2134 


0.080 


7. 10 




Probably 


-0.8580 


0. 106 


65.34 




Probably 

Not 


-1 .8707 


0. 106 


314.58 




Definitely 

Not 


-2.1144 


0 . 107 


389.03 




Don't Know 


-1 .3178 


0. 180 


53.76 





Note: Model Chi-Square = 794.34 with 5 d.f. ( 5 % level) 

* These variables were found to be insignificant at 
the 5 % significance level. 
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TABLE XXXII 



Final Application Model 
(Air Force) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Intercept 


-2.0530 


0 . 104 


368.82 


Blacks 


0 .3041 


0.072 


17.69 


Probably 


-0.5458 


0. 113 


23.40 


Probably 

Not 


-1.3997 


0.113 


154.70 


Definitely 

Not 


-1.6617 


0.115 


207.77 


Don’t Know 


-1.2066 


0.205 


34. 66 


Mote: Model 
* Thes 
the 5 % 


Chi-Square = 507.20 with 5 
e variables were found to be 
significance level. 


d.f. (5% level) 
insignificant at 



TABLE XXXIII 

Final Application Model 
(Marine Corps) 






Standard 


Chi 




Variable 


Coefficient 


Error 


Square 




Intercept 


-2.3713 


0.151 


247.45 




3lacks 


0.4303 


0. 103 


17.60 




Probably 


-0.9323 


0. 166 


31.45 




Probably 


-1.9618 


0 . 164 


143.85 




Mot 










Definitely 

Mot 


-2.1449 


0. 163 


172.69 




Don’t Know 


-1 .8836 


0. 33 3 


31. 14 





Mote: Model Chi-Square = 405.33 with 5 d.f. (5% level) 

* These variables were found to be insignificant at 
the 53?. significance level. 
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TABLE XXX 17 

Final Application Model 
(Military Service) 



7 ariable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Intercept 


-0 .2878 


0.0535 


28.90 


Blacks 


0.5771 


0. 0371 


241.68 


Probably 


-0.6375 


0.0572 


124.18 


Probably 

Not 


-1.5769 


0.0584 


729. 42 


Definitely 

Not 


-1 .8708 


0.0596 


985. 52 


Don’t Knov 


-1 .1490 


0 . 0944 


148.18 


Mote: Model Chi-Square = 2656.11 with 5 
* These variables were found to be 
the 515 significance level. 


d.f. (57» level) 
insignificant at 
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TABLE XXX? 

Application Model Results 



Level of 
Service Interest 



Predicted Probabilities 
Black Other 



Army 



Navy 



Air Force 



Marine Corps 



Military 

Service 



Def initely 
Probably 
Don’t Know 
Probably Not 
Definitely Not 

Def initely 
Probably 
Don’t Know 
Probably Not 
Definitely Not 

Def initely 
Probably 
Don ’ t Know 
Probably Not 
Definitely Not 

Definitely 
Probably 
Don’t Know 
Probably Not 
Definitely Not 

Def initely 
Probably 
Don’t Know 
Probably Not 
Definitely Not 



33 


.17 


23 


. 1 1 


12 


.05 


1 1 


.05 


09 


.04 


16 


.19 


08 


.09 


05 


.06 


03 


.04 


02 


.33 


15 


.11 


09 


.07 


05 


.04 


04 


.03 


03 


.02 


13 


.09 


05 


.04 


02 


.01 


02 


.01 


02 


.01 


57 


.43 


41 


.28 


30 


. 19 


22 


.13 


17 


. 10 
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E. INTEHT MODEL ESTIMATES 

Tables XXXVI-XL indicate that positive propensity toward 
military service is effected by several factors. Race and 
age seem to have the strongest effect on positive propen- 
sity. Blacks tend to have a higher positive interest than 
nontlacks while positive propensity decreases as age 
increases. The age coefficient estimates are relative to 
aye 16 and are all significant in the expected direction. 
Presence of the negative coefficients indicate that an 
increase in the variable decreases positive propensity rela- 
tive to a baseline category. The regional coefficient esti- 
mates are relative to the northeast region with varying 
effects among specific services. Is expected, the southeast 
region has the strongest effect within each service model. 
The effects of the northwest region is essentially the same 
as the northeast in the military service and Army models and 
only slightly different in the Air Force model. The signs of 
the coefficient estimates of the southwest and west are 
positive for Army, Air Force and military service models but 
are negative in Navy and Marine Corps models. 

F. IHTEUT MODEL PREDICTIONS 

Tables "LI thru XLV presents the positive propensity 
model results based on race, age and local areas. As 
expected, positive propensity probabilities decrease with 
age and are higher for blacks than nonblacks across all 
regions and services (including Navy) . Positive propensity 
toward military service is most similar for blacks and 
nonmlacks relative to the Navy. The strong impact of age is 
evident . 
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TABLE XXXVI 



Pinal Positive Propensity Model 
(Ar»yf 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard. 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Intercept 


-1.3089 


0. 0184 


5035.73 


31ack 


0 .5230 


0. 0187 


785. 47 


Aye 17 


0 . 1645 


0.0243 


45.79 


Age 18 


-0 . 1220 


0.0283 


18.56 


Age 19-21 


-0.4119 


0.0264 


278.66 


Midwest 


0 .0483 


0. 2622 


3.34* 


Southeast 


0 .2442 


0.0262 


86.74 


South west/Nest 


-0. 1699 


0.2334 


52.96 



Note: Variables identified by asterisks were found to be 
insignificant at the 5% level. 



TABLE XXXVII 

Final Positive Propensity Model 
(Navy) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Int ercept 


-1.3795 


0. 0193 


5105.23 


Black 


0.2979 


0. 0192 


239. 45 


Age17 


0 . 1553 


0.0233 


44.77 


Age18 


-0 .1140 


0.0268 


18.06 


Age19-21 


- 0 . 42 1 5 


0.0236 


320.11 


Midwest 


-0 . 1661 


0.0293 


32.21 


Southeast 


0.1307 


0.0295 


37.46 


Northeast 


-0.0695 


0 . 0284 


5. 98 


Southwest/West 


0.0888 


0 . 0245 


13.18 


Note: Variables 
5" signif 


coefficients 
icance level. 


were estimated at 


the 
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TABLE XXXTIII 



Final Positive Propensity aodel 
(Air Force) 



V ar iable 


Coefficient 




Standard 

Error 


C hi 

Square 


Intercept 


- 1 . 1789 




0.0181 


4232.64 


Black 


0.3765 




0.0181 


432. 59 


Age17 


0. 1999 




0.0221 


31.62 


Age 18 


-0. 1263 




0. 0257 


24. 22 


Age 19-21 


-0.4690 




0. 0227 


427.60 


Midwest 


0.0465 

t 




0.0232 


4.03 


Southeast 


0.1313 




0.0233 


31.73 


Southwest /West 


-0.0461 




0.0215 


4.60 


Note: Variables 


identified 


by 


asterisks were 


found to be 


insignificant at the 


5 % 


level. 







TABLE XXXIX 

Final Positive Propensity Model 
(Marine Corps) 










Standard 


Chi 


Variable 


Coefficient 




Error 


Square 


In tercept 


-1.6509 




0. 0209 


6253.43 


5lack 


0.4197 




0.0204 


423. 03 


A g e 1 7 


0 .1342 




0.0264 


25.77 


A g e 1 8 


-0 . 1281 




0.0387 


17.39 


Age 19-21 


-0.4145 




0.0269 


237. 17 


did west 


-0. 1249 




0.0330 


14,32 


Southeast 


0 . 1946 




0 . 0336 


33.57 


did east 


-0 .0723 




0.0315 


5.25 


Southwest/West 0.0373 




0. 0269 


1.92* 


Note: Variables identified 


b 


v asterisks were 


found to be 


iiisig 


nificant at the 


5 


* level. 
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TABLE XL 



Final Positive Propensity Model 
(Military Service) 



Variable 


Coefficient 




S tandard 
Error 


Chi 

Square 


Int ercep t 


-0.5753 




0.0166 


1203. 17 


3iack 


0.4125 




0.0167 


608. 56 


Age17 


0.2742 




0.0194 


199.24 


Age 13 


-0 . 1678 




0.0224 


55.97 


Age 19-21 


-0.6159 




0.0199 


959. 19 


Midwest 


0.0124 




0.0218 


0.33* 


Southeast 


0.1907 




0.0219 


76.08 


Southvest/Eest 


-0 . 1659 




0.0135 


80.27 


Note: Variables identified 
insignificant at the 


by 

St 


asterisks were 
level. 


found to be 





TABLE XLI 

Positive Propensity Model 
(Mideast) 


Results 




Age 


Tvace 




Predicted 


Probabili ties 


Army 


Air 

Navy Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


16 


Black 


— 


.32 


. 29 


_ 




Other 


— 


.20 


. 15 


- 


17 


Black 




. 27 


. 24 






Other 


— 


. 17 


. 12 


— 


16 


Elack 


_ 


. 22 


. 19 


_ 




Other 


— 


. 14 


. 09 


— 


19-21 


Black 


_ 


. 17 


. 15 


_ 




Other 


— 


. 10 


. 07 


— 



TABLE XLII 



Positive Propensity Model Results 
(North east) 



Age 


Race 




Pr eaicted 


Probabilities 


Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


16 


Black 


. 37 


. 32 


.37 


. 30 


.58 




Other 


. 17 


.21 


.22 


. 16 


. 37 


17 


Black 


. 32 


. 23 


.32 


. 24 


.52 




Other 


. 14 


. 17 


. 18 


. 12 


. 32 


18 


31ack 


. 26 


.23 


.26 


. 20 


.41 




Other 


. 11 


. 14 


. 14 


. 10 


. 23 


19-21 


Black 


. 22 


. 13 


.20 


. 16 


. 31 




Other 


. 09 


. 1 1 


. 10 


. 08 


. 16 





TABLE XLLII 

Positive Propensity Model 
(Northwest) 


Results 




Age 


Race 




Predicted Probabilities 


A rmy 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


16 


Black 


.41 


.30 


.41 


. 28 


. 59 




Other 


. 20 


. 19 


. 25 


. 14 


.39 


17 


Black 


. 36 


.25 


.37 


. 23 


. 53 




Other 


. 17 


. 16 


.21 


. 1 1 


. 33 


18 


3iack 


. 30 


.20 


.29 


. 19 


. 42 




Other 


. 13 


. 12 


.16 


.09 


. 24 


19-21 


3iack 


. 24 


. 16 


.23 


. 15 


.32 




Other 


. 10 


.09 


. 12 


. 07 


. 17 
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TABLE XLI7 



Positive Propensity Model Hesults 
(Southeast) 



A ye 


Race 




Predicted 


Probabili ties 


A rmy 


Navy 


Air 
F orce 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


16 


Black 


. 46 


. 37 


.43 


. 35 


.63 




Other 


. 23 


. 25 


.26 


. 1 9 


. 43 


17 


Black 


. 4 1 


. 32 


.38 


. 29 


. 58 




Other 


. 19 


.21 


.23 


. 15 


. 37 


18 


Black 


. 34 


. 27 


.31 


. 24 


.47 




Other 


. 15 


. 17 


.18 


. 12 


. 26 


19-21 


Black 


. 28 


.21 


.24 


. 19 


. 36 




Other 


. 12 


. 12 


. 13 


.09 


.20 





Positive Pro 
(Sout 


TABLE XL7 

pensity Model Results 
nvest and Rest) 










Predicted 


Probabil 


i ties 










Air 


Marine 


Military 


Aye 


Race 


Army 


Nav) 


Force 


Corps 


Service 


16 


31ack 


. 36 


.35 


.39 


. 31 


.55 




Other 


. 16 


.23 


.23 


. 16 


. 34 


17 


Black 


. 31 


. 30 


.34 


.26 


. 49 




Other 


. 14 


. 19 


. 20 


. 13 


.29 


IS 


Black 


.25 


.25 


.27 


.21 


. 39 




Other 


. 11 


. 15 


. 15 


. 10 


. 21 


19-21 


3lack 


. 20 


.20 


.21 


. 17 


. 28 




Other 


. 08 


. 12 


. 1 1 


. 08 


. 15 



G. QUALITY MODEL ESTIMATES 



Although not utilized to estimate relative market poten- 
tial within this study, other researchers may wish to obtain 
estimates for high quality individuals only. Therefore, a 
madel was developed to help identify respondents likely to 
be ’ high-quality ’ , i.e. , mental grade 1-3A. The coefficient 
estimates and model predictions are given in Appendix H. It 
can be seen that education status, race, father’s education, 
number of math courses and grade point average all strongly 
effect the quality of an individual applicant . Each of 
these factors are significant in the expected direction. 
These estimates indicate that the probability of being in 
mental category I-IIIA increases as education status, 
father’s education, number of math courses, and grade point 
average increases. The base line responses are non-high 
school diploma graduates (NHSDG), less than high school, 
zero, northeast and west and A’s and B’s for education 
status, father’s education, number of math courses, local 
areas, and grade point average respectively. 

H. QUALITY MODEL PREDICTIONS 

In Appendix H are classification tables comparing the 
predicted results of the quality model to the actual classi- 
fication of survey respondents who took the AFQT. This 
model correctly classified an individual as Cat 1-3A 68.8?£ 
of the time. The success rate of classifying those survey 
respondents who are HSDG, NHSDG, and high school juniors 
(HSJF.) were 67. 1, 76.7 and 63.8 percent respecti vely . 

Appendix H also shows the predicted probability of being 
in category 1-3 A. HSDG and HSJR are considerably more 
likely to be in category 1-3A than NHSDG. Blacks are less 
likely to be ir. category I-IIIA than nonblacks. Note 
however, the racial gap narrows as the number of math 
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courses increases. Chances of being a Cat I-IIIA improved 
significantly as the number of math courses increased from 
0 to 4. The increased probabilities were dramatic for 
blacks across all regions and education levels of the 
father. The regions for which estimated quality probabili- 
ties are highest are southwest, northeast, west, southeast 
ard mideast. 
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7 . COHC LOSIONS AND EECOMrlENDATIONS 



The goal of this study was to show that reasonable esti- 
mates of market potential can be obtained via a method rela- 
tively independent of past accessions. Emphasis was placed 
on the determination of estimates of local area application 
potential to be applied to QUA data for the specified area. 
Caution should be exercised in the use of this and other 
survey based studies which measure intent instead of histor- 
ical actions. The results of this study can be greatly 
altered by the implementation of new policies (e.g., 
decrease bonuses, retirement benefits, etc.). Also, since 
all survey respondents were not qualified to serve in the 
military, the specific results are not of immediate use. 
Finally, surveys measure market conditions only at a speci- 
fied period in time. various factors (e.g., international, 
national, ai d/or local events) may impact survey responses. 
Caution not withstanding, the following conclusions and 
recommendations are provided; 

A. CONCLUSIONS 

1. Reasonable estimates of application potential can be 
determined using intention data alone. The results 
are consistent with those of studies using other 
methodologies. For example, a) blacks are more like- 
ly to apply than nonblacks, b) application potential 
is greater in the southeast than ir. other regions a- 
cross all services, and c) application potential is 
greater in the southeast and northwest for the Army 
and fir Force, while the best areas for the Navy and 
Narine Corps are the southeast and southwest. 

2. Separate application potential estimates should be 
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determined for racial and age subgroups. Model re- 
sults indicate that blacks and nonblacks behave dif- 
ferently toward applications for military service. 
Similar results were found among ages. For example, 
a) a black is more likely to apply for the military 
than a nonblack, and b) a nonblack is more likely to 
apply for the Navy than any other service while 
blacks favor the Army. This finding is of particular 
interest because it indicates that blacks, though 
highly interested in military service, find the Navy 
less attractive than the other major branches. 

3. Local area application potential estimates are stable 
over time for general military service and for the 
Army. Application potential for the Navy, Air Force 
and Narine Corps have varied with time. 

4. The southeast is clearly the region of hignest appli- 
cation t otential while the area of lowest potential 
is the west. 

B. RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Future research should include a similar analysis of 
survey respondents who have been classified as high 
,uality individuals. A model can be constructed to 
establish a means for estimating the probability that 
a respondent is of high mental grade, i.e.. Cat 1-3A. 
The results of this analysis would be of immediate 

as current recruiting policies favor high quality 
recruits. 

2. Application potential estimates should be determined 
for smaller areas (e.g., recruiting districts). 

These estimates would provide valuable information 
to those responsible for managing recruiting 
resources . 
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3. Additional work should be conducted to investigate 
the lagged effects of intention on applications. The 
presence of lagged effects indicates that intention 
measures may be useful in forecasting changes in en- 
listment rates and in assessing the effects of pro- 
posed policy changes. 

4. To insure an efficient recruitment program is main- 
tained, all available methods for gatnering informa- 
tion relating to the availability of recruit supply 
should be utilized. "'or example, when survey results 
and econometric model results are in agreement, re- 
cruiting managers can proceed with confidence in the 
allocation of recruiting resources. Discrepancies 
between these methods should encourage further stud- 
ies and/or caution in resource allocations. 
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APPENDIX A 

IDEHTIFICATION OF STATES WITHIN LOCAL AEEAS 



Ar c. y 



Note: — 
* 



Mideast 



Navy 



Air Force 



D.C. 

Indiana* 

Kentucky* 

Maryland 

Michigan 

N. Carolina* 

Ohio 

Pennsylvania* 
Virg inia 
West Virginia 



State or area in this row is in 
Part of this state is in another 



Marine Corps 



D. C. 

Kentucky 

Maryland 

H. Carolina* 
Ohio* 

Pennsylvania* 
Virginia 
West Virginia 



another region, 
reg ion. 



67 



Northeast 



Army 



Connecticut 
Delaware 
n r 

Maine 
(Maryland 
M assachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 



Navy 



Connecticut 
Dela ware 

Maine 

Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania* 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 



Air Force 



Connecticut 

Delaware 

Maine 

Massachuset ts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania* 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 



Marine Corps 



Connecticut 
Da la ware 

Maine 

Massachusetts 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Pennsylvania* 
Rhode Island 
Vermont 



West Virigina* 



Note: State or area in this row is in another region. 

* Part of this state is in another region. 
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Northwest 



Army 



Illinois 
Indiana* 
low a 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missiouri* 
Nebraska* 
North Dakota 
C hio 

South Dakota 
Wisconsin 



Navy 



Illinois 

Iowa 

Kansas* 

Missiouri 
Nebraska* 
North Dakota 

South Dakota 
Wisconsin 



Air force 



Illinois* 

Indiana* 

Michigan 

Minnesota* 

North Dakato 
Ohio 

Pennsylvania* 

Wisconsin 



Marine Corp 



Illinois 

Indiana* 

Michigan 
Mi nnesota* 
Miss iouri 

North Dakato 
Oh io 

Wi sconsin 



: State or area in this row is in another region. 

* Part of this state is in another region. 



Note 



Southeast 



Army 


Navy 


Air Force 


Marine Corp, 


A lai ama 


Alabama 


Alabama 


Alabama 


Florida 


Florida 


Florida 


Fl orida 


Georiga 


Georiga 


Georiga 


Georiga 


— 


— 


D.C. 


— 


Indiana* 


— 


Indiana* 


Indiana* 


Kent ucky 


Kentucky* 


Kentucky* 


— 


— 


— 


Maryland 


— 


— 


Mississippi 


— 


Mississippi 


N. Carolina 


N. Carolina* 


N. Carolina 


N. Carolina* 


S. Carolina 


S. Carolina 


S. Carolina 


S. Carolina 


Tennessee* 


Tennessee 


Tennessee* 


Tennessee 


Virginia 


— 


Virginia 


— 


West Virginia 


— 


West Virginia* 



Note: State or area in this row is in another region. 

* Part of this state is in another region. 
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Southwest 



Army 


Navy 


Air Force 


Marine Cor 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 


Arkansas 


Colorada 


Colorada 


Colorada 


Colorada 


— 


— 


Illinois* 


— 


Kansas 


Ka ns as* 


Kansas* 


Kansas 


— 


— 


Kentucky* 


— 


I ouisiana 


Loui siana 


Louisiana 


Lo uisiana 


— 


— 


Minnesota* 


Minnesota* 


Mississippi 


— 


Mississippi 


— 


Missiouri* 


— 


Missiouri 


Missiouri* 


Nebraska* 


Nebraska* 


Nebraska* 


Nebraska 


New Mexico 


New Mexico 


New Mexico* 


New Mexico 


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma 


Oklahoma* 


Ok lahoma 


— 


— 


South Dakota 


South Dakota 


Tennessee* 


— 


Tennessee* 


— 


Texas 


Texa s 


Texas* 


Texas 


Wyoming 


Wyoming* 


— 


Wyoming 



: State or area in this row is in another region. 

* Part of this state is in another region. 



Note 



Army 



Navy 



Air Force 



Narine Corps 



Alaska 
Ari zona 
Cali fornia 


Alaska 

Arizona 

California 


Hawaii 

Idaho 


Hawaii 

Idaho 


Uontanna 


ilontanna 


Nevada 


Nevada 


0 r e g on 


Oregon 


Utah 

Washington 


Utah 

Washington 

Wyoming* 



Alaska 


Alaska 


Arizona 


Arizona 


California 


California 


Color ada 


— 


Hawaii 


Hawaii 


Idaho 


Idaho 


Kansas* 


— 


Mont anna 


Montanna 


Nebraska* 


— 


Nevada 


Nevada 


New Mexico* 


— 


Oklahoma* 


— 


Oregon 


Or egon 


Texas 


— 


Utah 


Utah 


Washington 


Washington 


Wyoming 


— 



State or area in this row is in another region. 

* Part of this state is in another region. 



Not e : 



APPENDIX B 

OBSERVED AND EXPECTED NUMBER C'F INDIVIDUALS WHO APPLIED FOR 

MILITARY SERVICE 



Spring • 76 - Fail *82 
(Actual) 





Army 


Navy 


Air 

Force 


Marine 

Corps 


Military 

Service 


Mideast 


— 


485. 9 


— 


169. 5 


— 


Northeast 


2311.6 


524.5 


4 96.2 


120.5 


2752.3 


Northwest 


16 63.4 


433.3 


431.2 


153.6 


1934.1 


Southeast 


1621.5 


394. 8 


474.3 


122. 3 


1895.6 


Southwest 


2213.8 


397.3 


399. 4 


161.6 


2527.2 


West 


1009.5 


312. 9 


340.7 


92.9 


1215.6 






(Expe cted) 












Air 


Marine 


Mlii rary 




Army 


Navy 


Force 


Corps 


Service 


Mideast 


— 


494. 4 


— 


170.7 


— 


Northeast 


2379.8 


542. 1 


514.5 


123.9 


2798 .8 


Northwest 


1607. 5 


504.9 


472.6 


160. 1 


1889 .9 


Southeast 


1500.6 


374. 1 


453. 7 


112.5 


1764.6 


Southwest 


2241.5 


332.5 


415.8 


152.7 


2631.2 


West 


1072.7 


318.9 


339.3 


99.8 


1259.5 



73 



Military Service 



(Actual) 

’76 ’77 *78 ’79 ’30 ’81 '32 



Northeast 


232. 4 


225.8 


260.5 


257.9 


244.0 


243.3 


198.0 


northwest 


159.7 


164.6 


188. 8 


180.5 


177.7 


1 65.5 


190 .7 


Southeast 


149. 1 


162.1 


187.3 


171.7 


158.6 


163.2 


133.8 


Southwest 


213.9 


2 11.2 


239. 2 


237.8 


228.0 


2 18.6 


176.3 


test 


100. 2 


98.2 


112.0 


101.7 


97. 9 


97.0 


144 .0 





• 76 


•77 


(Expected) 
•78 '79 


’ 30 


'81 


• 82 


Northeast 


228. 2 


229. 1 


268. 2 


259.6 


254.3 


2 44.5 


2 03 . 9 


nort hwest 


157.7 


162. 4 


182. 4 


173.0 


170. C 


163.4 


190.1 


Southeast 


144.5 


1 52.8 


171.3 


162.5 


148.9 


1 43.8 


175.7 


Southwest 


222.9 


219. 1 


25 1. 5 


249.4 


235. 1 


225.9 


1 80.3 


H es t 


99.5 


1 00.9 


116.2 


107.5 


103.9 


101.8 


156.8 
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Marine Corps 





’ 76 


’77 


(Actual) 
’ 78 


' 79 


l 

o 

00 


’81 


CM 

00 


Mid east 


15.0 


1 3.8 


18.2 


22.6 


20.0 


19.9 


12. 6 


Nort heast 


10.3 


9.4 


11.5 


16.9 


12.9 


1 5. 3 


10. 8 


Northwest 


14.4 


1 2.3 


16.7 


21. 1 


17.8 


20.5 


9.5 


Southeast 


9.5 


5.8 


13.5 


15.8 


12.0 


14. 5 


14. 5 


Southwest 


14 . 1 


1 2.5 


18.0 


20.9 


17.7 


1 9.6 


16. 4 


West 


3.0 


7.2 


9.6 


11.1 


9.4 


10. 1 


1 1. 8 





' 76 


’77 


(Expected) 
’78 '79 


1 

o 

00 


'81 


' 82 


Kid east 


15.4 


13.5 


18. 2 


22.9 


20.4 


20.4 


12. 9 


Northeast 


11.0 


8.9 


13.0 


16.8 


13.5 


1 6. 0 


1 1. 4 


northwest 


15. 1 


12.8 


17.4 


21.9 


18.4 


20. 5 


9. 8 


Southeast 


9.2 


8.9 


13.0 


16. 8 


13.5 


16.0 


11.4 


Sout hwest 


13.5 


12.2 


17.0 


20.4 


16.4 


18.5 


16.4 


west 


8.5 


7.5 


10.3 


12.3 


1C. 2 


11.6 


12. 9 



75 



Army 





' 76 


’77 


(Actu al) 
' 78 


’ 79 


o 

00 


’8 1 


1 32 


Northeast 


74.5 


88.1 


86.4 


83.0 


75.5 


86.9 


71.3 


Northwest 


52.9 


6 6.9 


66.0 


59.7 


54.7 


60.3 


70. 6 


Southeast 


53 . 6 


66.3 


65.7 


56.5 


51 .0 


57.9 


74. 1 


Southwest 


74. 7 


85.3 


82.6 


73.6 


72.8 


79.0 


68. 4 


Nest 


31.5 


37.3 


36.4 


30.7 


28.9 


35. 4 


50.0 





’ 76 


’77 


(Expected) 
’78 ’79 


00 

o 


•8 1 


' 82 


Nort heast 


76. 1 


9 1.2 


91.5 


83.8 


79.8 


89. 1 


76. 4 


northwest 


52 . 6 


64.5 


62.1 


55. 9 


53.3 


59.5 


7 1.2 


Southeast 


43.3 


60.3 


58.5 


52.5 


46.6 


54. 0 


65. 8 


Southwest 


74.7 


37.3 


85.8 


80.6 


73.9 


32. 5 


67. 5 


West 


33. 3 


40.4 


39.5 


34.7 


32.5 


37.2 


55. 1 



76 



Air Force 





' 76 


•77 


(Actual) 

’78 '79 


' 30 


'81 


' 32 


Northeast 


41.5 


37.9 


48.2 


43.7 


49.2 


36.4 


30.8 


Northwest 


39.5 


41.9 


47.6 


42.5 


43.8 


35.7 


34.7 


Southeast 


37.9 


40. 1 


49.5 


42.3 


41.1 


35.0 


34. 4 


Sout hwest 


32.9 


3 1.9 


39.6 


33.0 


41.1 


3 1.7 


21. 1 


Nest 


28.7 


27.7 


33.6 


23.0 


29.3 


23. 3 


32. 5 









(Expected) 










' 76 


' 77 


' 73 


' 79 


' 80 


'81 


' 82 


Kort heast 
northwest 


43.7 

39.3 


4 1.0 
40.6 


50.2 

46 . 3 


43.9 

41 . 9 


43.9 
44 . 1 


38.7 
34. 4 


31. 5 
33. 9 


Southeast 


35. 2 


38.6 


46.8 


39.5 


41.3 


33. 5 


3 1.3 


Sout hwest 


34.8 


33.0 


41.3 


35.4 


41.1 


32. 1 


20. 8 


West 


27.6 


27.0 


33.5 


27.3 


29.3 


23. 7 


31. b 



77 



Navy 





» 76 


•77 


(Actual) 
• 78 


• 79 


• 80 


•81 


• 32 


Ilideast 


44.9 


38.8 


39.9 


41.5 


48.6 


34. 1 


32. 4 


Northeast 


51.2 


41.0 


44 .7 


43.6 


50.5 


38.5 


35.4 


Northwest 


47. 1 


39.5 


42.8 


43 . 1 


47.0 


36.7 


25. 5 


So ut heast 


34.3 


30.1 


36.8 


34.9 


32.6 


28. 1 


37.2 


Sout hwest 


36.6 


32.1 


37.0 


33.0 


37.3 


28. 8 


3 3.0 


West 


29.9 


24.1 


27. 1 


23.4 


27. 1 


2 1. 1 


32. 0 





• 76 


•77 


(Ex pected) 
•78 » 79 


i 

00 

o 


•81 


(N 

00 


Mideast 


42.2 


40.0 


42.4 


42.2 


49.5 


34.8 


30. 2 


N or t heast 


52.7 


41.2 


47.6 


45. 3 


50.5 


39.3 


3 3.6 


Northwest 


49. 6 


40.5 


45.8 


44.3 


48.2 


3 7.7 


27.2 


Southeast 


32. 7 


29.9 


34.8 


31.6 


30.8 


26.4 


35.5 


Sout hwest 


35. 8 


3 1.7 


35.2 


31.3 


35.9 


28.0 


32.9 


West 


23.6 


24.3 


27.3 


24.7 


27.6 


2 1.7 


3 3. 1 
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APPENDIX C 

OBSERVED AND EXPECTED NUMBER OF INDIVIDUALS BY INTENT LEVEL 

Mideast 

(Actual) 

Def Prob Probn Defn Dk N 



Arty 

Navy 

Air Force 

Marine 

Corps 

Military 

Service 



144 1454 4322 



147 1177 4650 



4673 258 10851 



5733 245 11952 



Mideast 

(Expected) 

Def Prob Probn Defn Dk N 



Army 

Navy 187.2 1478.8 4102.2 4793.5 243.6 10885.3 

Air Force 



Marine 149 . 1 1205. 0 4547. 0 5321.6 2 ( 3.6 1179 1.3 

Corps 

Military 

Service 
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Northeast 



(Actual) 





Def 


?rob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk 


N 


Army 


197 


1702 


5485 


7728 


380 


15492 


Navy 


208 


1443 


4 109 


5822 


27 9 


11361 


Air Force 


242 


1726 


4738 


6361 


353 


13420 


Marine 


113 


770 


2853 


4711 


197 


8644 


Corps 


Military 


554 


3338 


4 8 33 


6305 


462 


15492 


Service 




Def 


Northeast 
(Expected) 
Prob Probr 


Def n 


Dk 


N 


Army 


231. 7 


1370.4 


6 000.3 


7069.3 


359. 8 


15521.5 


Navy 


208. 5 


1631.6 


4579.8 


5211.1 


268. 1 


11899.2 


Air Force 


29 1. 3 


2046.7 


5217.4 


5543.3 


335. 1 


13433.8 


Marine 


109. 1 


880.6 


3297.7 


4191.0 


195. 6 


8674.1 


Corps 


Military 


538. 1 


3507. 8 


5269.1 


5736.3 


414. 1 


15485.4 


Service 



80 



Nor th west 



(Actual) 





Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk N 


Arm y 


170 


1487 


4154 


4469 


194 10474 


Navy 


122 


1304 


4475 


4962 


213 11081 


Air Force 


260 


2075 


5053 


4695 


260 12343 


Marine Corps 


102 


101 1 


4381 


5509 


213 11216 


Military 


335 


2621 


3690 


3535 


293 10474 


Service 
















North west 










( Expected) 








Def 


Prob 


P robn 


Def n 


Dk N 


Army 


155. 8 


1260.2 


4054.2 


4783.8 


235.2 10493.2 


Navy 


19 1.3 


1510.5 


4270.8 


4896.9 


248.3 11118.8 


Air Force 


266. 4 


1873.9 


4796.9 


5111.2 


307. 3 12355.7 


Marine 


139.8 


1128.6 


4263.3 


5463 . 4 


251.9 11254.4 


Corps 












Military 


262. 7 


2362.0 


3578.2 


3886.9 


279.7 10470.5 



Service 



31 



South east 



(Actual) 





Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk 


N 


Army 


235 


1616 


383 1 


3886 


202 


9770 


Navy 


179 


1387 


3203 


3226 


136 


8181 


Air Force 


35 1 


2104 


4732 


4370 


285 


11842 


ilarine Corps 141 


1027 


3046 


3448 


194 


7856 


military 


459 


2657 


3368 


2999 


287 


9770 


Service 


















Sout 


:heast 












(Expected) 










Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk 


N 


Army 


146.0 


1178.9 


3784. 1 


4459. 1 


220. 4 


9788 .5 


Navy 


144. 1 


1127.6 


3 162. 1 


3588.2 


184. 9 


8207.9 


Air Force 


256. 1 


1802.7 


4604.5 


4394.9 


295. 1 


11854.4 


Narine 


99. 1 


300.0 


2997.7 


3808.1 


1 77. 6 


7883.5 


Corps 














Mill tarv 


339.0 


2210.7 


3336.2 


3613.9 


26 0. 9 


9765.7 



Service 



82 



Southwest 



(Actual) 





Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk 


H 


A r m y 


208 


1574 


5931 


6626 


28 1 


14620 


Navy 


16 1 


1330 


3338 


3406 


147 


3 382 


Air Force 


148 


140 7 


4418 


4659 


242 


10874 


Narine Corps 


146 


1330 


4191 


4857 


170 


10694 


Military 


386 


289 2 


5343 


5633 


366 


14620 



Service 

Southwest 

(Expected) 





Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk 


N 


Army 


2 16.8 


1749. 0 


5643.3 


6707.3 


327. 9 


14649 .3 


Navy 


145. 3 


1 149.6 


3 237.0 


3638 .6 


188.3 


8409.8 


Air Force 


232. 4 


1641 .4 


4229.3 


4520.9 


269. 9 


10884.4 


Narine 

Corps 


132. 7 


1079.4 


4 071 . 4 


5205 .4 


239.6 


10728.5 


ilitary 

Service 


500.3 


3276.1 


4989.5 


5427. 9 


388. 5 


14533 .3 



83 



West 



(Actual) 





Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 




Dk 


II 


Arm} 


71 


620 


2612 


3501 




190 


6994 


Oavy 


122 


960 


2592 


3169 




205 


6994 


Air Force 


173 


1436 


3334 


3686 




242 


8871 


Marine Corps 


73 


530 


2523 


3673 




189 


6 988 


Military 


233 


1385 


2360 


2793 




223 


6994 


Service 






West 














(Expected) 












Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


Dk. 




N 


Arm} 


103. 6 


338.5 


2703. 1 


3205.0 


157 


. 7 


7009. 9 


Wavy 


12 1.3 


954.6 


2695.3 


3086.9 


157 


. 7 


7016. 8 


Air Force 


189. 8 


1341 .9 


3445.4 


3681.0 


219 


. 9 


8878. 0 


Marine 


87. 6 


703.9 


2656.7 


3406.0 


157 


.5 


7012.7 


Corps 

Military 


239.6 


1570 . 7 


2386.6 


2607.6 


156 


. 1 


6892. 6 



Service 



04 



APPENDIX D 

APPLICATION RATES BI INTENT AND SERVICE OVER TIME 







S pring 


* 76 - Fail 


’82 








% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Service 


Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


DK 


Total 




(N) 


(N) 


(N) 


(N) 


(N) 


(N) 


Army 


22.52 


13.79 


5.09 


4. 44 


6. 31 


6. 31 




(657) 


(5256) 


(15572) 


( 16921) 


(729) 


(39175) 


Navy 


18.72 


9.01 


3. 53 


2. IQ 


5. 93 


4. 35 




(721) 


(5769) 


(15622) 


(16287) 


(776) 


(39175) 


Air 


12.29 


7.32 


3.16 


2.46 


3. 90 


3. 80 


Force 


(895) 


(6419) 


(15789) 


(15228) 


(846) 


(39175) 


Marine 


9.67 


3. 91 


1.36 


1. 14 


1.51 


1. 65 


Corps 


(538) 


(4295) 


( 15307) 


( 18308) 


(727) 


(39175) 


l T ili tary 


46.68 


30.62 


14.05 


10. 99 


20. 53 


18. 42 


Service 


(1476) 


(9524) 


( 13691) 


(13478) 


(1 006) 


(39175) 
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Application Rates (cont'd) 



Fall '76 



Service 


% 

Def 

(N) 


% 

Prob 

(N) 


% 

Probn 

(H) 


% 

Def n 
(N) 


% 

DK 

(N) 


or 

/c 

Total 

(N) 


Army 


20.00 


13.37 


4.24 


4.58 


5.95 


5.60 




(45) 


(339) 


( 1463) 


(1682) 


(84) 


(3663) 


Kavy 


23.73 


11.76 


4.24 


3. 13 


3. 85 


5.00 




(59) 


(459) 


(1440) 


( 1627) 


(78) 


(3663) 


Air 


8.54 


8.75 


2.65 


1. 96 


4.81 


3.41 


Force 


(82) 


(514) 


( 1435) 


(1528) 


(104) 


(3663) 


Marine 


11.43 


3.85 


1.41 


0.82 


3. 95 


1 .47 


Cor ps 


(35) 


(312) 


(1417) 


(1823) 


(104) 


(3663) 


lilitary 


44.44 


29. 53 


12. 65 


9.67 


20.37 


16.82 


Service 


(126) 


(850) 


(1265) 


(1314) 


(108) 


(3663) 
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Application Hates (cont'd) 
Fall '77 



% 5 % % % % 



Service 


Def 

(N) 


Prob 

(N) 


ProLn 

(N) 


Def n 
(N) 


DK 

(H) 


Total 

(N) 


Army 


33.33 


11.98 


5. 95 


4.60 


9. 09 


6. 82 




(60) 


(*309) 


(1362) 


(1436) 


(66) 


(3433) 


Navy 


19.23 


7.18 


3.39 


2.90 


8. 96 


4. 31 




(78) 


(585) 


( 1326) 


(1377) 


(67) 


(3433) 


Air 


10.53 


6.27 


3.38 


1.83 


1.32 


3. 41 


Force 


(76) 


(606) 


( 1360) 


(1315) 


(76) 


(3433) 


Marine 


9.63 


2.33 


1.06 


0.90 


3.03 


1.34 


Corps 


(62) 


(429) 


( 1326) 


(1550) 


(66) 


(34 33) 


military 


43.55 


28.94 


14.01 


9.39 


22. 54 


17.39 


Service 


(124) 


(857) 


(1199) 


(1182) 


(7 1) 


(34 33) 
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Application Rates (cont’d) 
Fall ’78 



l 7, % % % % 



Service 


Def 

(N) 


Prob 

(N) 


Probn 

(N) 


Def n 
(N) 


DK 

(N) 


Total 

(N) 


Army 


14. 75 


16.48 


6. 05 


5. 10 


3. 13 


7. 10 




(61) 


(449) 


( 1290) 


(1530) 


(64) 


(33 94) 


wavy 


21.05 


8.56 


3.90 


2.86 


8. 33 


4. 66 




(76) 


(514) 


( 1 333) 


(1399) 


(72) 


(33 94) 


Air 


12.94 


7.96 


3.64 


2.85 


6. 67 


4. 36 


Force 


(85) 


(565) 


( 1320) 


(1334) 


(90) 


(3394) 


Marine 


2.70 


5. 36 


1.83 


1 . 1 0 


1. 37 


1. 89 


Corps 


(37) 


(392) 


(1259) 


(1633) 


(73) 


(3394) 


Military 


49.62 


34. 92 


16.61 


13.24 


18.89 


20. 80 


Service 


(131 ) 


(■^56) 


( 1136) 


(1231) 


(90) 


(3394) 
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Application Rates (cont'd) 
Fall '79 



% % % % % % 



Service 


Def 

(N) 


Prob 

(N) 


Frobn 

(N) 


Defn 

(N) 


DK 

(H) 


Total 

(N) 


Army 


13.75 


15.95 


5. 17 


4.84 


5.95 


6. 60 




(48) 


(39 5) 


(1219) 


(1404) 


(84) 


(3150) 


Navy 


22.50 


9.70 


3.47 


3.26 


4.60 


4. 57 




(40) 


(464) 


(1210) 


(1349) 


(87) 


(3150) 


Air 


20.24 


6.71 


2.92 


3.38 


3.96 


4. 19 


Force 


(84) 


(492) 


(1199) 


(1274) 


(101) 


(3150) 


Marine 


12.82 


4.39 


1.67 


1.48 


0.00 


1. 97 


(/Or ps 


(39) 


(342) 


(1200) 


(1489) 


(80) 


(3150) 


Mill tary 


46.7 3 


34.34 


15.59 


13.53 


2 0 . 20 


20. 19 


Service 


(107) 


(693) 


(1142) 


(1109) 


(99) 


(3150) 
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Application Rates (cont’d) 
Fall ’80 



% 7 % % % % 



Service 


De f 
(N) 


Prob 

(N) 


Probn 

(N) 


Defn 

(N) 


DK 

(N) 


Total 

(N) 


Army 


24.56 


12.82 


4. 92 


4.36 


1.85 


6. 03 




(57) 


(455) 


( 1200) 


(1446) 


(54) 


(31 86) 


Navy 


18 .57 


8.60 


4.41 


3.67 


7. 14 


4. 93 




(58) 


(407) 


(1247) 


(1418) 


(56) 


(3186) 


Air 


0.0 9 


4.04 


3. 50 


3.49 


10.00 


3. 64 


Force 


(34) 


(371) 


( 1316) 


(1405) 


(60) 


(31 86) 


Marine 


13.89 


4.06 


1.81 


1.17 


2.00 


1. 88 


Corps 


(36) 


(345) 


(1216) 


(1539) 


(50) 


(3186) 


ilitarv 


49.65 


28. 59 


15.55 


10.55 


23. 33 


18.49 


Service 


(141) 


(738) 


(1061) 


(1156) 


(90) 


(3186) 
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Application Rates (cont’l) 
Fall ’31 





% 


% 




% 


% 


% 


Service 


Def 


Prob 


ProLn 


Def n 


DK 


Total 




(N) 


(N) 


(N> 


(») 


(N) 


(H) 



Army 


22.54 


13. 14 


4.88 


4.67 


4. 43 


6.37 




(71) 


(44S) 


(1188) 


(1349) 


(67) 


(3124) 


Navy 


10.00 


7.07 


3.26 


2.55 


6.94 


3. 75 




(50) 


(467) 


(1221) 


(1314) 


(72) 


(3124) 


Air 


8.24 


5.76 


2.73 


2. 09 


1. 56 


3. 20 


Force 


(85) 


(608) 


( 1 171) 


(1196) 


(64) 


(3124) 


Marine 


11 . 54 


5.41 


1.52 


1.04 


1.47 


1. 92 


Corps 


(52) 


(370) 


(1183) 


(1446) 


(68) 


(3124) 


military 


39.73 


29. 15 


13.43 


10.6 1 


22. 92 


13.28 


5er vice 


(146) 


(844) 


(1020) 


(1018) 


(96) 


(3124) 



Application Rates (coat'd) 



Fail '82 





% 


fff 

i 


% 


% 


% 


% 


Service 


DGi 


Prob 


Probn 


Defn 


DK 


Total 




(N) 


(N) 


(N) 


(K) 


(N) 


(N) 



Army 


21.58 


13.56 


5.54 


2.96 


2.00 


6. 18 




(91) 


(612) 


( 1532) 


(1421) 


(50) 


(3706) 


Navy 


11.55 


8.16 


2.59 


1.92 


5. 66 


3. 26 




(69) 


(490) 


( 1584) 


(1510) 


(53) 


(3706) 


Air 


8. 18 


5. 1 1 


2. 04 


1.7 6 


1. 64 


2. 67 


Force 


(110) 


(666) 


( 1565) 


(1304) 


(61) 


(3706) 


Marine 


8.77 


2.97 


1.22 


0.79 


0.00 


1.32 


Corps 


(57) 


(404) 


(1556) 


(1636) 


(53) 


(3706) 


Military 


38.59 


22.74 


1 1.79 


9.80 


1 3. 16 


15. 65 


Ser vice 


(184) 


(1038) 


(1357) 


(1051) 


(76) 


(3706) 
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APPENDIX E 

LOCAL ABEA SAMPLE SIZE ABD NATIOBAL INTEREST LEVELS BY AGE 

Sample Size 
(Army) 



Region 


16 


17 


1 8 


19 


20 


21 


N 


Northwest 


2568 


2541 


191 1 


1535 


1089 


830 


10474 


Northeast 


3993 


3683 


2751 


21 13 


1651 


1301 


15492 


Boat heast 


2499 


2326 


1727 


1373 


1 062 


775 


9770 


Southwest 


3555 


3502 


2551 


2073 


1687 


1247 


14620 


West 


1779 


1562 


1256 


1006 


769 


602 


6 99 4 


Total 


14394 


13634 


10 196 


81 10 


6261 


4755 


5 7 35 9 






Sample Size (cont'd) 
(Air Force) 








Region 


16 


17 


1 8 


19 


20 


2 1 


N 



Northwest 


2999 


3046 


2206 


1776 


1313 


1003 


12343 


Northeast 


3472 


3201 


2363 


1817 


1 435 


1132 


13420 


Southeast 


3020 


2308 


2115 


1674 


1281 


944 


11842 


Southwest 


2654 


2584 


1895 


1548 


1265 


93 1 


10874 


¥i es t 


2249 


1955 


162 0 


1295 


967 


745 


8871 


Total 


14394 


1 3634 


10196 


81 10 


6261 


4755 


57350 



9 3 



Sample Size (cant'd) 
(Navy) 



Region 16 17 18 19 20 21 



uideast 


26 62 


2544 


1 943 


1578 


1231 


8 93 


Nor t hwest 


2672 


2703 


1 942 


1560 


1227 


977 


Nort heast 


3089 


2813 


2084 


1595 


1274 


1006 


Southeast 


2129 


1969 


1419 


1135 


907 


622 


Southwest 


2063 


2023 


1552 


1236 


853 


6 55 


Rest 


1779 


1582 


1256 


1006 


769 


602 


Total 


14394 


13634 


10156 


81 10 


6 261 


4755 






(Karine Corps) 






Region 


16 


17 


1 8 


19 


20 


21 


uideast 


2957 


2825 


2 157 


1710 


1330 


973 


Northwest 


2762 


2653 


1 975 


1596 


1250 


975 


Northeast 


227 1 


206 6 


1490 


1164 


916 


737 


Sout heast 


2052 


1878 


136 4 


1085 


882 


595 


Southwest 


2574 


2628 


1 955 


1549 


1 115 


873 


West 


1773 


1579 


1255 


1006 


763 


602 


Total 


14394 


12634 


10196 


3110 


6261 


4755 



N 

10851 
11081 
11861 
8 181 
8382 
6994 
57 350 



N 

11952 
1121 6 
8644 
7858 
10694 
6988 
57350 
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National Interest Levels 
(Array) 



% % % % % 



Age 


Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


DK 


16 


1.9 


16. 4 


41.7 


37.2 


2.8 


17 


1. 9 


14.0 


40.5 


41.3 


2.4 


1 8 


1 . 3 


11. 4 


37.5 


47. 8 


2.1 


19 


1.4 


9.0 


36.2 


51.7 


1.7 


20 


0. 9 


8. 2 


34.9 


54.5 


1 .0 


21 


1. 1 


7. 0 


32.6 


57.8 


1.5 


Total 


1.5 


12. 2 


38.4 


45.7 


2.2 






(Air 


Force) 






Age 


P* 

/J 

Def 


% 

Prob 


% 

Probn 


v 

n 

Defn 


% 

DK 


16 


3.0 


20.4 


40.6 


33. 2 


2.9 


17 


2.5 


17.7 


40.3 


36.7 


2.8 


18 


1.7 


14. 2 


38.7 


43.2 


2.2 


IS 


1 . 4 


11.4 


38.2 


47.0 


2.0 


20 


1. 1 


9. 8 


36.3 


50. 9 


1.9 


21 


1 . 0 


8.9 


34.2 


54. 2 


1.7 


Total 


2. 1 


15. 3 


38.3 


41.5 


2.4 
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National Interest Levels 
(Marine Corps) 





% 




% 


% 


% 


Age 


Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


DK 


16 


1. 8 


14.3 


41 .6 


39.6 


2.7 


17 


1.4 


1 1. 6 


40.6 


44.3 


2.2 


16 


1 . 2 


9.2 


36.6 


51.5 


1.9 


1 9 


0. 9 


7. 3 


34.7 


55. 4 


1 .7 


29 


0.6 


6.3 


33.1 


58.3 


1.8 


21 


0.8 


6. 0 


31.5 


60.2 


1.5 


Total 


1. 3 


10.2 


37.7 


48. 7 


2.1 






(Navy) 










% 


C* 


% 


% 


% 


Age 


Def 


Prob 


Probn 


Def n 


DK 


16 


2. 6 


18.0 


4 1.1 


35. 4 


2.7 


17 


1. 3 


15. 7 


40.7 


39.5 


2.4 


18 


1 . 4 


12.7 


37.9 


45.9 


2.2 


19 


1.0 


10. 4 


36.7 


50. 1 


1.8 


20 


0.8 


9.2 


34.9 


53. 3 


1.8 


2 1 


1 . 1 


8.0 


32.6 


56.9 


1 .5 


Total 


1.6 


13.6 


38 .4 


44.0 


2.3 
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National Interest Levels 
(Military Service) 



Ace 


% 

Def 


% 

Prob 


16 


5.2 


30.7 


17 


4.7 


26. 6 


18 


2.5 


20.2 


15 


1. 8 


16. 3 


23 


1. 3 


14. 1 


21 


1.3 


12. 3 


Total 


3.4 


22.5 



% % % 



Probn 


De£n 


DK 


34.2 


26.6 


3.4 


35. 2 


30.4 


3.1 


34.7 


39.5 


2.7 


34.1 


45.4 


2.4 


33.0 


49.5 


2.4 


32.0 


52.3 


2.1 


34.2 


37. 1 


2.8 
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V ariable 

Intercept 
Black 
A je 17 
A g e 1 8 
Age 1 9 
A g e 2 0 
Age2 1 
Southeast 
northwest 
Southwest 
West 

Spring '76 
Fail *76 
Spring ’77 
Spring ’78 
Fall '73 



APPENDIX F 

INITIAL APPLICATION MODEL ESTIMATES 
Military Service 



Chi 



Estimate 


Error 


Sg 


0.0057 


0.1141 


0.00* 


0.0585 


0.1274 


0.21* 


-0.0213 


0.0381 


0.31* 


-0.0016 


0.0415 


0.00* 


-0.1681 


0.0466 


13.00 


-0. 1639 


0.0518 


10 .01 


-0 .2413 


0. 0597 


16.40 


-0.1394 


0. 1487 


0.38* 


-0 . 1212 


0. 1639 


0.55* 


-0.2562 


0. 154b 


2.75* 


-0 .0186 


0. 1870 


0.01* 


-0 .0264 


0. 0763 


0.12* 


-0 .0938 


0.0654 


2.06* 


-0 .0614 


0.0639 


0.92 


-0.0102 


0.0635 


0.02* 


0 . 1719 


0.0644 


7. 12 
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Modei Estimates (cont'd) 



Spring ’79 


0. 1850 


0. 0643 


8.15 


Fail '79 


0 .1574 


0.0657 


5.57 


Spring ’80 


0 .0576 


0.0650 


0.78* 


Fail '30 


0.0065 


0. 0666 


0.01* 


Fail *81 


-0.0736 


0.0672 


1.20* 


Fall '82 


-0.2342 


0.0663 


18.35 


Probably 


-0.8106 


0. 1 133 


51.20 


Probably Not 


-1 .7806 


0. 1 157 


236.71 


Definitely Not 


-2.0372 


0. 1165 


305. 95 


Don’t Know 


-1 .4500 


0. 1960 


54.75 


race *in tent 


1 


9.4003 


0. 1406 


8. 10 


2 


0.7177 


0. 1502 


22.84 


3 


0.8573 


0. 1494 


32.92 


a 


0.5100 


0.2530 


4.06 


region *intent 


1 


0 .1140 


0. 1623 


0.49* 


2 


0.2020 


0. 1669 


1 . 46* 


3 


0 . 1290 


0. 1712 


0.57* 


4 


-0.0403 


0.2913 


0.02* 


5 


-0.0223 


0. 1771 


0.02* 


6 


0.0136 


0. 1807 


0.0 1* 
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Model Estimates (coat’d) 



7 


-0 .0336 


0. 1839 


0.03* 


8 


0 . 1727 


0.2 383 


0.36* 


9 


0 .20 56 


0. 1678 


1.50* 


10 


0. 1659 


0. 1693 


0.96* 


1 1 


0 .0235 


0. 1724 


0.02* 


12 


0 .6723 


0.2677 


6.31 


13 


0 . 1196 


0.2050 


0 .34* 


14 


-0.0706 


0. 2087 


0.11* 


1 5 


0.0122 


0.2103 


0.00* 


16 


-0 . 1730 


0.3482 


0.25* 



Note: * Denotes insignificance at the 5% level. 
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Intermediate Application Model 
( Army) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Intercept 


-1.3909 


0. 104 


180.45 


Blacks 


0.8355 


0.051 


267.87 


Age 19/20 


0 .0054 


0.051 


0.01* 


Age 21 


0.0576 


0.032 


0.49* 


Probably (MS) 


-0.2491 


0.086 


8.43 


Probably 


-0.8405 


0.094 


80.39 


Not (MS) 


Definitely 


-1.0913 


0.099 


1 22.53 


Not (MS) 


Don't Know (MS) 


-0.4282 


0. 152 


7.99 


Probably (A) 


-0 .3380 


0.108 


9.72 


Probably 


-0.9660 


0.111 


76 .16 


Not (A) 


Definitely 


-0.9534 


0.112 


72.46 


Mot (A) 


Don't Know (A) 


-0.9746 


0.192 


25. 32 



Note: Model Chi-Square = 1540. 74 with 11 d.f. (5% level) 

* These variables were found to be insignificant at 
the 5 % significance level. 





Intermediate Application 
(Navy) 


Model 


Variable 


Coefficien t 


S tandard 
Error 


Chi 

Square 


Int ercept 


-1 . 1577 


0.111 


108.41 


Blacks 


-0.2833 


0.081 


12. 38 


Age 19/20 


-0 . 1323 


0.062 


4.61 


Ay e21 


-0 .2854 


0. 109 


7.01 


Probably (MS) 


-0.2913 


0. 10 1 


8.40 


Probably 


-0.7739 


0. 110 


49.78 


Not (MS) 


Def ini tely 


-0.7897 


0.116 


46.46 


Not (MS) 


Don’t Know (MS) 


-0.3995 


0. 177 


5.08 


Probably (N) 


-0.6371 


0. 113 


36.97 


Probably 


-1.4531 


0.117 


1 55.35 


Not (N) 


Definite!} 


-1.6243 


0. 121 


179.15 


Not (N) 


Don't Know (N) 


-1 . 0639 


0. 195 


29.75 


Note: Model Chi 


-Square = 909. 


05 with 11 


d.f. (5& level) 


* TLese variables were 


found to be 


insignificant at 



the 5* significance level. 
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Intermediate Application Model 
(Air Force) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Int ercept 


-1 .8399 


0. 120 


248.1 9 


Blacks 


0 .2740 


0. 273 


14.21 


Age 19/20 


-0 .2063 


0.067 


9.62 


Age2 1 


-0.3119 


0.116 


i . 27 


Probably (MS) 


-0.1432 


0.115 


1.56* 


Probably 


-0 .3829 


0. 123 


9.78 


Not (MS) 


Definitely 


-0.5952 


0. 130 


21.01 


Not (MS) 


Don’t Know (MS) 


-0.3527 


0.207 


2.91* 


Probably (AF) 


-0.4336 


0. 122 


12.57 


Probably 


-1 . 1414 


0. 127 


81 .03 


Not (AF) 


Definitely 


-1 .2581 


0. 132 


90.43 


Not (AF) 


Don't Know (AF) 


-0.9823 


0.221 


15.82 


Note: Model Chi 


-Sguare = 561 


.95 with 11 d.f. 


(5% level) 



* Cl ese variables were found to be insignificant at 
the 5? significance level. 
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Intermediate Application Model 
(Marine Corps) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Int ercept 


-2.0047 


0. 167 


143.79 


Blacks 


0.3496 


0. 103 


11.47 


Ag e19/20 


-0.2728 


0. 103 


7.07 


Ag e21 


-0 .3391 


0. 176 


3. 72* 


Probably (MS) 


-0.4046 


0 . 144 


7.93 


Frobably 


-0.9321 


0. 160 


33.90 


Not (MS) 


Definitely 


-1 .0176 


0. 169 


36.35 


Not (MS) 


Don’t Know (MS) 


-0 .6240 


0.288 


4.69 


Probably (HC) 


-0.7335 


0. 176 


17.34 


Probably 


-1.4927 


0.178 


70.00 


Not (MC) 


Definitely 


-1 .5670 


0. 181 


75.31 


Not (KC) 


Don’t Know (MC) 


-1 .5468 


0.355 


18.93 


Note: Model Chi 


-Square = 484 . 18 


with 11 d.f. 


(5% level) 



* These variables were found to be insignificant at 
the 5 % significance level. 
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Intermediate Application Modal 
(Military Service) 



Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Intercept 


-0.2508 


0.054 


21.93 


Blacks 


0.5975 


0.038 


242.09 


Age 19/20 


-0 . 1751 


0.033 


28.49 


Age21 


-0 .2494 


0.055 


20.57 


Probably 


-0.6262 


0.057 


1 19.74 


Probably Mot 


-1 .5464 


0. 059 


697.53 


Definitely 


-1 .8172 


0 . ObO 


914.06 


Not 








Don’t Know 


-1 . 1274 


0.094 


142.83 


Note: Model 


Chi-Square = 2682 


.72 with 7 d.f. 


(5% level) 
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APPENDIX 3 

IHITIAL POSITIVE PROPE NSIII MODEL ESTIMATES 

Positive Propensity Model Estimates 
(Military Service) 

Standard Chi 



V ariable 


Estimate 


Error 


Sguare 


Intercept 


-0.7856 


0.0236 


1108.34 


Black 


0.4569 


0.0235 


377.14 


Age 1 7 


0.4018 


0.0432 


86.45 


Age 1 8 


0.0873 


0.0459 


3.62* 


A g e 1 9 


-0.2159 


0.0522 


17.73 


Age2 0 


-0 .3733 


0.0614 


36.91 


Age2 1 


-0 .4179 


0.0652 


41.14 


Northwest 


0.0800 


0. 0372 


4.64 


Southeast 


0.2784 


0.0366 


57.82 


Southwest 


-0 .2034 


0.0443 


21.07 


Pest 


-0 . 1256 


0.0693 


3. 28* 


Spring ’76 


0.0812 


0.0495 


2.69* 


Fax! *76 


-0.0673 


0.0375 


3.22* 


Spring ’77 


-0 .0589 


0.0362 


2. 64* 


Spring *78 


-0 .1337 


0.0424 


10.72 


Tall >78 


-0 . 1442 


0. 0352 


13.51 
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Model Estimates (cont’d) 



Spring *79 


-0 . 1062 


0. 0399 


7. 10 


Fall *79 


-0 .1418 


0.0408 


12.08 


Spring *80 


0 . 1247 


0.0376 


11.02 


Fall '80 


-0.0222 


0. 0392 


0.32* 


Fail *81 


0 .1836 


0. 0387 


22.53 


Fail '82 


0 .23 54 


0.0355 


64.77 


Age*Region (20) 








1 


9.0747 


0.0665 


1.26* 


2 


-0.0804 


0.0712 


1.28* 


3 


0.0209 


0. 0800 


0.07* 


4 


0.0836 


0.0996 


0.70* 


5 


-0 .0254 


0. 1060 


0.06* 


6 


-0 . 1300 


0. 0662 


3.36 


7 


0.0581 


0.0714 


0.66* 


8 


0 . 1316 


0. 0803 


2.65* 


9 


0.0363 


0.0913 


0. 16* 


10 


-0. 1417 


0. 1069 


1 . 76* 


1 1 


-0 .0032 


0.0757 


0.00* 


12 


0.0704 


0.0877 


0.64* 


13 


-0 .0721 


0.0996 


0.52* 


14 


-0.0901 


0. 1205 


0.56* 


15 


-0.0065 


0.1213 


0.00* 
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ilodel Estimates (cont’d) 



16 


0.0916 


0.1340 


0.47* 


17 


-0.0164 


0. 1362 


0.01* 


18 


-0.0389 


0.1 527 


0.34* 


19 


-0.0475 


0. 1320 


0.07* 


2 0 


0 . 1683 


0.1841 


0.84* 


Eace*regioi. 


1 


0.0507 


0.0372 


1.86* 


2 


0.0727 


0.3650 


3.94 


3 


-0.0149 


0.0443 


0.11* 


4 


-0.0552 


0. 0693 


0.63* 


F.ace*Age 


1 


-0 . 1264 


0.0432 


8.56 


2 


0.0514 


0.0459 


1.26* 


3 


0.0786 


0.0522 


2.27* 


4 


0.0915 


0.0615 


2.22* 


5 


0 . 1822 


0.0651 


7.83 


F.ace*Age* Region 


1 


0.0850 


0.0665 


1 . 63* 


2 


-0 .0823 


0. 0712 


1 .34* 


3 


-0.0381 


0.0801 


0.23* 


4 


0 . 1580 


0.0996 


2.52* 


5 


-0 .0766 


0. 1060 


0.52* 


6 


0.0009 


0.0662 


0.00* 
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Model Estimates (coat'd) 



7 


-0.0109 


0.0714 


0 . 02 * 


8 


0 .09 40 


0. 0808 


1.35* 


9 


-0 .0380 


0. 0713 


0. 17* 


10 


-0. 1464 


0. 1069 


1.88* 


1 1 


-0.0648 


0.0757 


0.73* 


12 


0 . 1077 


0. 0876 


1.51* 


13 


-0.0709 


0.0997 


0.51* 


14 


0.0466 


0. 1205 


0.15* 


15 


-0 .0356 


0.1213 


0.09* 


16 


-0.039 1 


0. 1340 


0.09* 


17 


0.0633 


0.1362 


0.22* 


18 


0.0190 


0. 1527 


0.02* 


19 


-0 .0344 


0.1820 


0.04* 


20 


C. 1394 


0. 1841 


0.57* 



Fote: * Denotes insignif icance at the 5% level. 
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APPENDIX B 

QUALITY MODEL ESTIMATES AND RESULTS 

Summary of Variables 
Quality Model 



Variable 


Description 


Race (2) 


A dummy variable whose value is 
0 if individual is black and 1 
otherwise 


Age (6) 


Respondents age at survey 
(16-21) 


Region (5) 


Respondents residence at survey 
(Northeast, Northwest, 
Southeast, Southwest, Pest) 


Ed Status (3) 


Education status of individual 
at time of survey (HSDG, NHSDG, 
or IIS JR) 


Father’s ed (3) 


Highest level of education 
obtained by individuals' Father 
at time of survey (less than 
HS, HSG , Greater than HS) 



# Math Courses (5) Number of math courses passed 

at time of survey (range 0-4) 



GP A (4) 


Grade point average at time of 
survey (A & 3, 5 S C, C & D, D 
& below) 



Note: 



Army regions were used for overall military 
service model. 





Quality Model 


Estimates 




Variable 


Coefficient 


Standard 

Error 


Chi 

Square 


Intercept 


-0.6180 


0. 109 


32.02 


HSDG 


0 .7912 


0.095 


68.94 


H5JF. 


0 .6769 


0.097 


48.34 


Black 


-1.6608 


0.087 


362.04 


HSG 


0.4420 


0.067 


43.01 


Greater than 
HSG 


0.7403 


0.071 


109.52 


M a t h 1 


0 . 0686 


0.070 


0.95* 


Mat h2 


0 .6084 


0.081 


56.77 


M at h3 


1.0463 


0.095 


1 22.30 


M a t h 4 


1 .63 79 


0 .135 


146.93 


Southwest 


0 . 1797 


0.071 


6.44 


Southeast/ 

Midwest 


-0 . 1797 


0.071 


6.44 


SPA 2 


-0 .6531 


0.068 


92.34 


G P A 3 


- 1. 1216 


0.036 


170.52 


GPA4 


-1.6420 


0.267 


37.99 


Note: The model chi-square = 1472.09 with 14 

Asteriks represents insignificance at 


d.f . 

the 5% level. 



Note 



Classification Tatles of Quality Results 



MEG 

TRUE 

PCS 



MEG | 
TRUE | 
PCS | 



(Overall) 
Predict ed 



N egative 


Positive 




2544 


1125 


| 3669 

1 


1039 


2237 


| 3276 

1 


35 83 


3362 


| 6945 



Note: The Quality model correctly classifys 
68.3% of the survey respondents. 

(HSDG) 

Predicted 

Negative Positive 



950 


| 742 

1 


i 

.1 


1692 


453 


| 1438 

1 


1 

.1 


1941 


1403 


| 2230 


1 


3633 


Note: The Qua 
67 . 11% 


lity model correctly 
of the HSDG. 


classifys 
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(NHSDG) 
Predict ed 





N egative 




Positive 




N2G | 


587 


1 


16 | 


603 


TRUE | 










POS | 

1 


170 


i 

1 


26 | 

i 


196 


Total | 


757 


1 


42 | 


799 



Note: The Quality model correctly classifys 
76.74% of the NHSDG. 

(H5JR) 

Predict ed 

Negative Positive 



N EG | 


978 


367 


| 1345 


E | 






1 


PCS | 

l 


406 


722 


| 1123 


Total | 


1334 


1089 


| 2473 



Note: The Quality model correctly classifys 
68.75% of the HSJE. 
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Results of Quality Model (Southeast and Midwest) 



(Father's education level less tnan HSG) 



ir Of 

Math 

Courses 


Grade 

Point 

; Average 




Probability of being Cat I-IIIA 


HSDG 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


Black 


Other | 


Black Other | Black 


Other 


0 


1 


. 16 


. 52 


. 09 


.34 


. 15 


.49 




2 


.09 


. 35 


. 04 


. 20 


. 06 


.33 




3 


.06 


. 25 


. 03 


. 14 


. 05 


.23 




4 


.03 


. 17 


. 02 


.09 


.03 


. 15 




1 


. 18 


. 54 


. 09 


.36 


. 16 


.52 




9 

c* 


.10 


. 37 


. 05 


. 22 


. 09 


.35 




3 


.06 


.27 


. 03 


. 15 


.06 


.25 




4 


.04 


. 18 


. 02 


. 10 


.03 


.17 


2 


1 


.27 


. 67 


. 15 


. 49 


.25 


. b 5 




2 


.15 


. 50 


.03 


. 33 


. 14 


.48 




3 


.10 


. 38 


. 05 


. 23 


. 09 


.36 




4 


- 


- 


. 03 


. 15 


- 


.26 


3 


1 


.36 


. 76 


.22 


.60 


.34 


.74 




2 


.22 


.61 


. 12 


. 43 


.21 


.59 




3 


.15 


. 49 


. 08 


. 32 


. 14 


.47 




4 


- 


- 


. 05 


- 


- 


- 


4 


1 


.50 


.84 


- 


. 72 


.47 


.83 




2 


.33 


. 73 


- 


. 57 


.31 


.71 




3 


.23 


. 63 


. 13 


- 


- 


.60 




4 


- 


- 


- 


. 33 


- 


- 


Mote: 


GF A = 1 = A' 


s & 3’ 


s; GPA = 


2 = 


3 ' s & 


C’s ; 






GPA = 3 = C' 


s S D' 


s; GPA = 


4 = 


O' s 6 


below ; 
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Results of Quality Model (Southeast and Midwest) 



(Father’s education level = HSG) 













Probability of 


being 


Cat I-IIIA 


# of 




Grade 




HSDG 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


Math 




Point 
































Courses 


Average 


Black. 


ether | 


Black 


Other | 


Black 


Other 


0 




1 




.23 


.62 


. 12 


.44 


.21 


.60 






2 




. 13 


. 45 


.07 


.28 


. 12 


.42 






3 




.08 


. 33 


.04 


. 20 


.08 


.31 






4 




- 


. 23 


. 03 


. 13 


- 


.22 


1 




1 




. 25 


. 64 


. 14 


.46 


.23 


.62 






2 




. 14 


. 47 


.07 


.30 


.13 


.45 






3 




.09 


. 36 


.05 


.21 


. 08 


.34 






4 




- 


. 25 


- 


. 14 


.05 


.23 


2 




1 




.36 


.76 


.21 


. 60 


. 34 


.74 






z 




.22 


. 60 


.12 


.43 


.20 


.53 






3 




.15 


.49 


.08 


. 32 


. 14 


.47 






4 




- 


. 36 


- 


- 


- 


- 


3 




1 




. 47 


.83 


.30 


.79 


.44 


.81 






2 




.30 


. 70 


. 17 


.54 


.28 


.69 






3 

4 




.21 


. 60 


- 


.42 


. 20 


.58 


4 




1 




.60 


.39 


.42 


o 

00 

t 


. 53 


.88 






2 




.43 


o 

00 

• 


.27 


.66 


.41 


.79 






3 

4 




.32 


.72 


- 


. 55 


- 


.70 


Mote : 


GP A 


= 1 = 


A ’ 


s 5 B's 


; GPA = 


2 = B' 


s S C's 


» 






GP A 


= 3 = 


C' 


s S D’s 


; GPA = 


4 = D ’ 


s S below; 
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Results of 


Quality 


Model 


(Southeast and Midwest) 




(Father 


's education 


greater 


then 


HSDG) 








Probability of 


being 


Cat I-IIIA 


* of 


Grade 


HSD 


G 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


Math 
















r JlU t 














Courses 


Average 


Black Other | 


Black 


Other 


| Black 


Other 


0 


1 


.28 


. 68 


- 


. 51 


.26 


.66 




2 


.16 


.51 


.08 


.34 


. 15 


.49 




3 


. 11 


. 40 


.05 


.24 


. 10 


.37 




4 


- 


.28 


- 


. 16 


- 


.26 


1 


1 


.30 


. 70 


- 


. 53 


.28 


.68 




2 


.17 


. 54 


.09 


.36 


. 16 


.51 




3 


. 12 


. 42 


.06 


. 26 


.11 


.40 




4 


- 


.30 


- 


. 17 


- 


.28 


z 


1 


.42 


. 30 


.26 


.66 


.40 


.79 




2 


.27 


.67 


.15 


.49 


.25 


.65 




3 


. 19 


.56 


. 10 


. 38 


. 17 


.53 




4 


- 


.43 


- 


- 


- 


.41 


3 


1 


.53 


. 86 


- 


.75 


.51 


.85 




2 


.36 


.76 


.22 


.60 


.34 


.74 




3 

4 


. 26 


. 66 


.15 


.48 


.24 


.64 


4 


1 


.65 


. 92 


. 49 


.84 


- 


.91 




2 


.49 


. 84 


.32 


.72 


.47 


.83 




3 


. 38 


.77 


- 


.62 


- 


.75 




4 


— 


- 


— 


— 


— 


— 



Note: GP A = 1 = A's 8 B's; G PA = 2 = B's 8 C's; 

GPA = 3 = C’s & D's; GPA = 4 = D's 8 below; 
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Results of Quality Model (Northeast and West) 



(Father's education level less than HSG) 



# of 
[lath 
Courses 


Grade 

Point 

Averac 




Probabi 


lity of 


being 


Cat I-IIIA 


HSDG 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


je 


Black 


Other 


| Black 


Other 


I Black 


Other 


0 




1 




. 18 


.55 


- 


.37 


. 17 


.53 






2 




. 10 


. 38 


.05 


.23 


. 09 


.36 






3 




.07 


.26 


.03 


. 16 


.06 


.26 






4 




- 


. 19 


.02 


. 10 


.04 


.17 


1 




1 




.20 


.58 


. 11 


.40 


. 18 


.55 






2 




. 1 1 


. 40 


.06 


.25 


. 10 


.38 






3 




. 07 


.30 


. 04 


. 17 


. 07 


.28 






4 




- 


. 20 


. 02 


. 11 


.04 


.19 


2 




1 




.30 


.70 


.17 


.53 


. 28 


.68 






2 




.18 


. 54 


.09 


.36 


. 16 


.52 






3 




.12 


. 42 


.06 


. 26 


. 1 1 


.40 






4 




- 


- 


. 04 


. 18 


- 


.29 


3 




1 




.40 


.79 


- 


. 64 


. 36 


.77 






2 




. 25 


. 65 


. 14 


.47 


. 23 


.62 






3 




.17 


.53 


- 


.35 


. 16 


.51 






4 




- 


.41 


- 


. 25 


- 


- 


4 




1 




. 53 


. 66 


- 


. 75 


- 


.85 






2 




.36 


. 76 


.22 


.60 


- 


.74 






3 




- 


. 66 


- 


.49 


- 


.64 






4 




- 


- 


- 


.36 


- 


- 


Not e : 


GPA 


= 1 = 


A ' s 


& B's; 


GPA = 


2 = B's 


6 C's 








GP A 


— o — 


C' s 


& D's; 


GPA = 


4 = D's 


& below; 
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Results of Quality Model (Nortneast and West) 



(Father's education level = HSDC-) 



S of 
Math 
Courses 




Probability of 


being Cat I-IIIA 


Grade HSDG 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


r ji n l. 

Average Black 


Other | 


31ack 


Other | 


Black 


Other 


0 




1 .26 


. 65 


.14 


.48 


. 24 


.63 






2 . 15 


. 48 


.08 


.31 


. 13 


.46 






3 .10 


.37 


.05 


. 22 


. 09 


.35 






4 


. 26 


. 03 


. 15 


- 


.24 


1 




1 .27 


. 68 


.15 


. 50 


. 26 


.66 






2 . 16 


. 51 


.08 


.33 


. 15 


.49 






3 .10 


. 39 


.05 


. 24 


. 10 


.37 






4 


. 28 


.03 


. 16 


- 


.26 


2 




1 .40 


. 78 


.24 


.63 


. 37 


.77 






2 .25 


. 64 


. 14 


.46 


.23 


.62 






3 .17 


. 53 


- 


.35 


. 16 


.50 






4 


. 40 


- 


. 24 


- 


.38 


3 




1 . 50 


. 85 


.33 


.73 


. 48 


.84 






2 . 34 


. 74 


. 20 


. 57 


.32 


.72 






3 .24 


.63 


. 13 


. 46 


- 


.61 






4 


- 


- 


- 


- 


.49 


4 




1 . 64 


. 91 


- 


.82 


. 62 


.90 






2 . 47 


. 83 


- 


.70 


. 44 


.81 






3 .35 

4 


. 75 


- 


. 59 


- 


.73 


Note: 


GPA 


= 1 = A's 8 B's 


; GPA = 


2 = 3' 


s 8 C' s ; 








GP A 


= 3 = C ’ s 8 D's 


; GPA = 


4 = D' 


s 8 below; 
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Results of Quality Model (Northeast and West) 



(Father’s education greater then H3DG) 



# of 
Math 
Courses 


Grade 

Point 

Average 




Probability of 


being 


Cat I-: 


I II A 


HSDG 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


Black 


Other | 


Black 


Other | 


Black 


Other 


0 


1 


.31 


.71 


- 


- 


- 


.69 




2 


. 18 


. 55 


.10 


. 37 


. 17 


.53 




3 


. 12 


. 43 


• 06 


. 27 


. 1 1 


.41 




4 


.08 


. 32 


. 04 


. 18 


- 


.30 


1 


1 


. 33 


. 73 


- 


.57 


.31 


.71 




2 


.20 


.58 


. 1 1 


. 40 


. 18 


.55 




3 


. 13 


. 46 


.07 


.29 


. 12 


.44 




4 


- 


. 34 


- 


. 20 


- 


.32 


n 


1 


. 46 


. 83 


- 


.70 


.44 


.81 




2 


.30 


. 70 


. 17 


. 53 


. 28 


.68 




3 


.21 


. 59 


. 11 


.41 


. 20 


.57 




4 


- 


.47 


- 


. 30 


- 


.44 


3 


1 


. 57 


. 88 


.39 


. 78 


. 33 


.87 




2 


.40 


.78 


.24 


. 64 


. 38 


.77 




3 


.29 


. 69 


- 


. 52 


- 


.67 




4 


- 


. 58 


- 


- 


- 


- 


4 


1 


. 70 


. 93 


- 


. 86 


. 68 


.92 




2 


.53 


. 86 


- 


. 75 


.51 


.85 




3 

4 


.42 


. 80 


- 


. 65 


- 


.73 


Note: GPA 


= 1 = A’ 


s S B's 


;; GPA = 


2 = B* 


s Z C’s 


9 





GP A = 3 = C’s 5 D's; G PA = 4 = D's Z below; 
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Results 


of Quality 


Model 


(Southwest) 






(Father 1 


s education 


level . 


less than HSG) 










Pro babi 


.iity of being 


Cat I- 1 II A 


f of 


Grade 


HSDG 


NHSDG 


HS JR 


M 4- V» 
















|J1 dX. XI 


rOini 














Courses 


Average Black 


Other | 


Black 


Other | 


Black 


Other 


0 


1 


.21 


. 59 


- 


. 42 


.20 


.57 




2 


. 12 


. 42 


.06 


.26 


. 11 


.40 




3 


.08 


. 31 


.04 


. 18 


.07 


.29 




4 


- 


. 21 


.02 


. 12 


.04 


.20 


1 


1 


.23 


. 62 


- 


.44 


.21 


.60 




2 


. 13 


. 45 


.07 


.20 


. 12 


.42 




3 


. 08 


. 33 


. 04 


. 19 


. 08 


.31 




4 


- 


. 23 


- 


. 13 


- 


.22 


2 


1 


.34 


. 74 


- 


. 57 


- 


.72 




2 


.20 


. 58 


. 11 


. 40 


. 19 


.56 




3 


.14 


. 46 


.07 


.29 


. 13 


.44 




4 


- 


- 


- 


.20 


- 


.32 


3 


1 


. 44 


. 81 


- 


. 68 


. 42 


.80 




2 


. 28 


. 68 


. 16 


.51 


.26 


.66 




3 


.20 


.57 


. 1 1 


.39 


. 18 


.55 




4 


- 


- 


- 


. 28 


- 


- 


4 


1 


.58 


. 88 


- 


- 


- 


.87 




2 


. 40 


. 79 


- 


. 64 


.38 


.77 




3 


- 


. 70 


- 


. 53 


- 


.63 




4 


- 


- 


. 11 


- 


- 


— 



Note: GPA = 1 = A’s S 3’s; GPA = 2 = B’s 5 C’s; 

GP A = 3 = C'sS D's; GPA = 4 = D's & below; 
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Results of Quality Model (Southwest) 





(Father’s 


education 


level 


= HSS 


) 




» of 
Math 
Courses 


Grade 

Point 

Average 




Probability of 


being 


Cat I-; 


Ill A 


HSDG 




NHSDG 


HS JR 


Black 


0 tli er 


| Black Other 1 


Black 


Other 


0 


1 


.29 


. 69 




- 


. 52 


- 


.67 




2 


. 17 


. 53 




.09 


.35 


. 16 


.50 




3 


. 1 1 


.41 




- 


.25 


. 10 


.39 




4 


- 


. 29 




- 


. 17 


- 


.28 


1 


1 


.31 


. 71 




.18 


. 34 


.29 


.69 




"i 


.18 


. 55 




. 10 


.37 


. 17 


.53 




3 


. 12 


. 43 




.06 


.27 


. 1 1 


.41 




4 


- 


. 31 




- 


. 18 


- 


.29 


2 


1 


.44 


. 31 




- 


. 67 


.41 


.80 




2 


.28 


. 68 




- 


.51 


.26 


.66 




3 


. 19 


. 57 




. 10 


.39 


.18 


.55 




4 


- 


- 




- 


.28 


- 


.42 


3 


1 


. 55 


. 87 




.37 


- 


. 52 


. 86 




2 


.37 


. 77 




.22 


.61 


. 35 


.75 




3 


. 27 


.67 




- 


.50 


- 


.65 




4 


- 


. 55 




- 


- 


- 


.53 


4 


1 


.67 


. 92 




- 


- 


- 


.91 




2 


.51 


. 85 




- 


.73 


- 


.84 




3 


.39 


. 78 




- 


- 


- 


.76 




4 


- 


- 




- 


- 


- 


.66 


Note: GP A 


= 1 = A’ 


s £ B's 


; G PA 


= 2 


= 3 ’ s 


£ C's 


! 





GP A = 3 = C's £- D 1 s ; G PA = 4 = D’s £ below; 
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Results of Quality Model (Southwest) 



(Father's education greater then HSDG) 



5 of 
Mat h 
Courses 


Grade 

Point 

Average 




Probability o 


f being Cat I-IIIA 


HSDG 


N HSDG 


HS JR 


Flack 


Other J 


Black 


Other | 


B lack 


Other 


0 


1 


.35 


. 75 


- 


- 


- 


.73 




2 


.21 


. 59 


- 


.41 


. 19 


.57 




3 


.14 


. 48 


.07 


.30 


- 


.45 




4 


- 


. 35 


- 


.21 


- 


.33 


1 


1 


.37 


.76 


.22 


.61 


. 35 


.75 




z 


.23 


. 62 


. 12 


.44 


.21 


.59 




3 


.15 


.50 


.08 


. 33 


. 14 


.48 




4 


. 10 


- 


- 


.23 


- 


.35 


2 


1 


.50 


. 85 


- 


.73 


. 48 


.84 




2 


.34 


. 73 


- 


.57 


. 32 


.72 




3 


.24 


. 63 


- 


. 46 


- 


.61 




4 


- 


. 51 


- 


.33 


- 


.49 


3 


1 


.61 


. 90 


- 


.81 


. 59 


.89 




2 


.44 


.81 


- 


. 68 


.42 


.80 




3 

4 


.33 


. 73 


— 


. 57 


— 


.7 1 


4 


1 


.73 


. 94 


— 


.88 


.71 


.93 




2 


.57 


. 38 


- 


.78 


.55 


.87 




3 


- 


. 82 


- 


.69 


- 


.81 




4 


- 


. 74 


- 


- 


- 


— 



Note: GPA = 1 = A ' s 8 5's; GFA = 2 = B's 5 C's; 

GP A = 3 = C's 5 D's; G PA = 4 = D's 8 below; 
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